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EDITORIAL NOTE 


We are very happy to bring out Vol. XI of the Journal 
of the Department of Philosophy. Due to unavoidable 
circumstances this volume could not be published on time. 


We deeply regret this delay in publication. 


We express our thankfulness to all our contributors to this 
issue. We are also indebted to our esteemed referees for their 
valuable suggestions and recommendations for publication 
of the articles in this issue. We sincerely thank the 
authorities of our University for providing us with necessary 
financial assistance. Thanks also go to all staffs of the 
University Press for their cooperation and help. We 
sincerely hope that readers will find this issue interesting 
and benefit from the publication of this volume. 
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Note to the Contributors 


Papers previously not published elsewhere can be 
considered for publication in The Journal of the 
Department of Philosophy, University of Calcutta. We 
welcome research paper/s from any area of Philosophy. 
Two copies of MSS of article/s, paper/s, Books for 
Review and other communications pertaining to 
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Vedanta on Difference (bheda)—A Comparative 
Study* 


Amarnath Bhattacharya 


The sacred Upanisads are the prime source of Vedanta Philosophy. 
In the Brahmasūtra, Bādarāyaņa systematically arranges the Upani- 
sadic statements and philosophies them. The main purpose of the 
Brahmasūtra is to establish logically and with the force of 
. arguments that Brahman, the Ultimate Reality, is the main object 
of the Upanisadic inquiry. It is the first human attempt at building 
a coherent philosophical system out of the thoughts disseminated 
throughout the Upanisadic literature. Although we know from the 
Brahmasitra that early teachers like Audulami, Kartsnakrsna, 
Badari, Jaimini and Asmarathya had their own views on different 
philosophical problems, it is only the Brahmasiitra of Bādardyāņa 
that has come down to us. In course of time the later philosophers 
write seven commentaries on the Brahmasitra in which seven 
different doctrines of advaita or kevalādvaita, višistdvaita, šuddhā- 
dvaita, dvaitādvaita, bhedābheda, acintyabhedābheda and dvaita 
develop. There is a storm of controversy among the teachers 
belonging to different branches of Vedanta in regard to the 
treatment of category of difference (bheda). The hot debated issue 
is mainly concerned with their metaphysical stands. The present 
paper deals with the problem whether difference is unreal or 
empirically real or absolutely real. 


Leaving Advaita School of Vedanta other six branches of 
Vedanta are advocated by the Vaisnavaite philosophers. Notably, all 
Vaisnava Schools of Vedanta are theistic in character. The 
Vaisnavaite philosophers consider God i.e. Visnu as the Absolute. 
These Schools may be regarded as Dvaita Schools of Vedanta. 


* The author has delivered lecture on the topic of this paper in 
connection with Sricharan Mondal and Pramila Bala Mondal lecture- 
ship programme of 2015, held on 18.02.2016, in the Department of 
Philosophy, University of Calcutta 
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Ramanuja’s qualified Monism (višistādvaita) also presents dualism 
in the strictest sense of the term. According to Rāmānuja, Brahman 
is the Highest Person i.e. Purusottama or Narayana. He is essen- 
tially free from all imperfections. He possesses numberless classes 
of auspicious qualities. Unlike Sankara, Rāmānuja considers the 
Jiva (cit) and the inert objects (acit) as real entities. Prior to creation, 
cit and acit exist in Brahman in their subtle forms. When Brahman 
as associated with the subtle cit and acit wills to become many, cit 
and acit exist in Brahman in their manifested forms. The manifesta- 
tion takes place in cit and acit, while Brahman remains unaffected. 
So Rāmānuja's philosophy is known as vi$istādvaita School of 
Vedanta. According to Rāmānuja, the relation between Brahman 
and cit-acit is the relation of non-difference, not of absolute identity. 
In order to avoid the metaphysical problem of one and many 
Rāmānuja formulates the unique theory of organic relationship 
between Brahman and the universe which is known as Sarira-Sariri- 
bhaya or body-soul relation. Cit and acit constitute the body of 
Brahman. Brahman always remains qualified by cit and acit. In 
bondage, He is qualified by gross cit and acit, and in liberation, 
He is qualified by subtle cit and acit. As cit and acit are not distinct - 
realities apart from Brahman, Brahman is devoid of homogeneous 
(sajātīya) and heterogeneous (vijatiya) differences. He does have 
only internal difference (svagata bheda). Rāmānuja maintains that 
Brahman and the universe are non-different on the basis of the 
theory of causality, according to which cause and effect are two 
different states of one and the same substance. Brahman as related 
to cit and acit in the causal state is the same Brahman as related 
to them in effect state. 


Rāmānuja asserts that there is no proof of non-differentiated 
substance (nirvišesa vastu). All means of right cognition have for 
their object things affected with difference (savišesa vastu). All 
states of consciousness have for their object something that is 
marked by some difference, as it appears in the case of judgments 
like “I saw this”. Rāmānuja in the Šrībhāsya affirms that perception 
with its two subdivisions of determinate (savikalpaka) and indeter- 
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minate (nirvikalpaka) forms cannot be a means of cognition for 
things devoid of difference. Indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka 
pratyaksa) is the cognition of the object in so far as destitute of 
some differences but not of all differences. According to him, 
indeterminate perception (nirvikalpaka pratyaksa) is the cognition 
of the first individual belonging to a particular class, whereas 
determinate perception (savikalpaka pratyaksa) is the cognition of 
the second, third and so on, individuals belonging to the same class. 
Both determinate and indeterminate perception cognize a thing 
having attributes and difference. He further claims that Inference 
also proves difference, because it needs prior perceptual cognition 
of the invariable concomitance (vyāpti) between the probans and 
probandum. Rāmānuja maintains that verbal testimony also proves 
difference. Speech operates with words and sentences. A word 
originates from the combination of a radical element and a suffix. 
These two elements have different meanings. So a word denotes a 
meaning affected with difference. A sentence which is an aggregate 
of words necessarily denotes a special combination of the meanings 
of words. Thus Rāmānuja and his followers affirm that each and 
every means of cognition proves a thing having property. According 
to Visistadvaita School of Vedanta ‘difference’ (bheda) is real in 
the states of bondage and liberation as well. 


Vallabha’s philosophy is another theistic School of Vedanta. 
Vallabha propounds the system of Pure Monism ($uddhādvaita) on 
the authority of the Upanisads, the Bhagavadgita, the Brahmasūtra 
and the Bhāgavata. The term šuddhādvaita means ‘pure non- 
duality’ implying that Brahman, the ultimate reality is Pure and 
unrelated to maya as admitted by Sankara. In the 30017802118 
system of thought the ‘difference’ has serious implications. 
Vallabha explains the category of difference in harmony with the 
basic tenets of philosophical system with a faith in purely monistic 
character of the Ultimate Reality as also in the reality of the world 
along with all its ‘differences’, Pure Brahman (suddha Brahman) 
or Visnu as Vallabha holds, is the only Ultimate Reality. He is the 
material and efficient cause of the world. The world consisting of 
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cit and acit i.e. the jīva and the inert object has no separate existence 
apart from Brahman. But unlike Šankara he does not deny the 
reality of the world. In his philosophy the world of experience is the 
real manifestation of Brahman. The creation and destruction of the 
world depend on God’s Will. Naturally, difference (bheda) also is 
caused by God’s Will. Although Vallabha considers the cosmic 
universe (prapafica) to be real, he always hesitates to accord a real. 
status to ‘difference’ in his Ontology. As the cosmic universe 
(prapafica) is a real manifestation of Brabman, ‘difference’ (bheda) 
being a part of propofica cannot be devoid of reality. The category of 
‘difference’ has no reality of its own. Its reality exclusively depends 
on God’s will. Vallabha is of the view that the objective fact of 
difference is only a manifestation caused by God’s Will which shall 
be withdrawn and concealed when He so desires. So the objective 
fact of difference is not permanently real. Like the Nyāya-Vaišesika 
thinkers Vallabha and his followers do not interpret ‘difference’ as 
mutual negation (anyonyabhava) between the sub-strate (25202) 
and the counter-entity (pratiyogin). They are of the view that mutual 
negation (anyonyābhāva) is nothing but con-cealment (tirobhāva) 
which ultimately establishes its identity with a positive fact. It is 
one of the interesting doctrines enunciated in Vallabha’s Philosophy 
that before creation and after salvation all diverse phenomena 
remain concealed in Brahman or Visnu—the Ultimate Reality. When 
the Lord desires, the ‘pot’ reveals itself with the concealment of 
all other forms like ‘the cloth’ etc. Owing to concealment of all 
other forms and their respective efficacies the pot discharges its own 
function only i.e. fetching water. Thus the Vallabha School affirms 
that mutual negation (anyonyabhava) can be explained as ‘positive 
substance’ itself in the light of the doctrine of āvirbhāva and 
tirobhava. The term advaita in Šuddhādvata does not mean 
absolute identity-it means identity with capacity to tolerate 
difference (bhedasahisnu abheda). Actually, Vallabha contemplates 
causal relation as ‘identity and difference’. According to him, 
_ difference is the nature (svarūpa) of the thing that differs, and it 
is not permanently real. 


Nimbarka is one of the important Vedantic teachers in the history 
of Indian Philosophy. His philosophy is known as Dvaitādvaita 
School of Vedanta. He is the founder of the doctrine of natural 
difference and non-difference (svābhāvika-bhedābheda). He accepts 
three realities, viz. Brahman, the soul (cit) and the matter (acif). 
Brahman is the controller (niyantr), the soul is the enjoyer (bhoktr) 
and the matter is the enjoyable object (bhogya). Nimbārka identifies 
Brahman with Lord Vasudeva whom he calls the universal self. But 
his followers identify Brahman with Krsna, Radha-krsna, KeSava 
and Purusottama. To Nimbārka Brahman is a personal God, not an 
impersonal absolute. He has a spiritual body. He is both saguna and 
nirguna. He is saguna in the sense that He is the abode of all positive 
and auspicious qualities in their fullness. He is nirguna in the sense 
that He is devoid of all defects and negative qualities. Brahman is 
completely independent, while the soul and the matter are dependent 
on Brahman for their existence and activities. Brahman is the creator, 
sustainer and cause of dissolution of the universe. He is the material 
cause of the world. The soul and the matter come into being trom 
Him and ultimately return to Him. While the soul originates from 
the Bliss-nature of Brahman, the matter originates from the 
Existence-nature of Brahman. Nimbārka upholds the theory of 
satkārya. He maintains that in the causal state of Brahman (kāranā- 
vasthā), the soul (jiva) and the world (jagat) remain as power (Sakti) 
of Brahman. In the state of effect (kāryāvasthā), they become 
manifest. So creation is the manifestation of God’s power. Nimbarka 
denies absolute difference (atyanta-bheda) and absolute identity 
(atyanta-abheda) among Brahman, the jiva and the jagat. According 
to him, the relation between Brahman on the one hand and the jiva 
and the jagat on the other hand, is the natural difference and non- 
difference (svabhavikabhedabheda). There is a relation of natural 
bhinnabhinnatva between them. Brahman is non-different from the 
jiva and the jagat, because Brahman is Immanent in them—He 
permanently pervades the universe. There is also a natural difference 
between them. While Brahman is the cause, the jiva and the jagat 
are the effects. Prior to creation, the jiva and the jagat inhere in Him 
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as His power (Sakti), while Brahman possesses the power (Saktimat). 
While Brahman is absolutely independent, the jiva and the jagat are 
dependent on Brahman for their existence and activity. The jiva and 
Brahman are different as they are related to each other as a part and 
whole, the controlled and the controller, the worshipper and the 
worshipped. Thus it comes to light that the category of difference 
holds a prominent position in Nimbarka’s Ontology. This difference 
continues even in the state of liberation (moksa). But the liberated 
soul (mukta jīva) realizes non-difference (advaita) only—the Bliss- 
aspect of Brahman. According to Nimbarka, bheda is Sakti or 
dharma; it is absolutely real. 


Bhatta Bhaskara propounds the doctrine of difference and non- 
difference (bhedābheda). He belongs to tridanda School of Vaisnava 
Vedanta. In his commentary on the Brahmasitra Bhāskara supports 
the views of the tridandin Brahmins. According to him, Brahman or 
God is the highest reality. But He suffers evolutionary changes. 
Bhāskara does not deny the reality of the jīva and the jagat. They 
are the real transformation (parinama) of Brahman-—the Absolute. 
Bhāskara is the founder of the theory of Brahma-pariņāma. He is 
of the view that the effects are real but stages of manifestation, 
modification and existence of the cause itself. They come and go, 
appear and disappear, whereas the cause remains permanently the 
same as the ground of their real manifestations. Actually, the effect 
is only a state of cause. So the effect is identical with and different 
from the cause. Brahman is the cause and cit and acit are His actual 
transformation (pariņāma). Brahman possesses two powers; by one 
power (bhogya-Sakti) He becomes the inert objects and by the other 
(bhoktr-Sakti) the jiva-s. But Brahman remains unchanged. As the 
waves are different from the sea as also identical with it, the jivas 
also are different from and identical with Brahman. Being actual 
transformation of Brahman they are different from Brahman and 
perform all good actions as per His direction. But prior to creation 
(12727252572) Brahman and the jīvas are absolutely identical in 
nature. Bhāskara regards difference and non-difference to be equally 
real. But unlike Nimbarka he considers difference to be conditioned 
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(aupādhika) due to limiting adjuncts, and non-difference as natural. 
Bhāskara's view may be called aupādhika-bhedābhedavāda i.e. the 
theory of conditioned difference and non-difference. According to 
him, non-difference (abheda) is natural, eternal and real, but 
difference (bheda), though real, is neither natural nor eternal. 


So far we have dealt with the Schools of Vaisņavism in South 
India. Though their influence extends as far as Bengal, their impact 
is not so pronounced there. No doubt, the songs of Candidāsa in 
Bengali and the lyrics of Vidyāpati have a considerable influence 
in Bengal. But it would not be wrong to say that Sri Krsna Caitanya, 
popularly known as Caitanya Mahaprabhu is the pioneer of the 
Bengal School of Vaisnavism, known as Goudiya Vaisnavism. The 
followers of Caitanya are called Gaudiya Vaisnavas. The worship 
of Rādhā-Krsņa is the speciality of Gaudīya Vaisnavism. Tradition 
says Caitanya upholds the doctrine of incomprehensible difference 
and non-difference (acintya-bhedābheda). Caitanya does not write 
any book on Vaisnavism. But following his views as reflected in the 
lessons given by him to his disciples, Jayadeva’s Gitagovinda and 
other Vaisnava literature Baladeva in his Govindabhdsya on the 
Brahmasitra formulates the doctrine of acintya-bhedābheda. 
According to Caitanya, Bhagavan Krsna is the Ultimate Reality. He 
possesses infinite potencies called Sakti-s of which cit-Sakti, māyā- 
Sakti and jiva-Sakti are prominent. Cit-Sakti constitutes the basic 
nature of Bhagavan. It is also called svarūpa-šakti. Cit-šakti has 
three aspects, namely sandhini, samvit and hlādinī. Maya-Sakti of 
Bhagavan is the source of the material world. Jiva-Sakti is the 
marginal potency (tatastha-šakti) of Bhagavan that lies between Cit- 
Sakti and Maya-sakti. The jiva-s are the parts of jiva-Sakti of 
Bhagavan. Bhagavan is the possessor of all potencies. The potencies 
are simultaneously different and non-different from the potent. 
These potencies are identical with Him, because they exist in Him 
but cannot exist independently. As the heat of fire is not absolutely 
identical with fire, God’s potencies also are not exactly identical 
with Him. His potencies undergo different modifications but He 
remains unchanged. Thus the followers of Caitanya claim that the 
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relationship between God and His potencies is the relation of 
difference and non-difference. But it is incomprehensible (acintya). 
In Caitanya’s philosophy difference (bheda) is the Sakti or dharma; 
it is absolutely real. 

Madhva's philosophy presents another School of Vaisņavism. 
Madhva writes a commentary on the Brahmasiitra and a number of 
independent works. Of all his works the Visnutattvavinirnaya and 
the Tattvasarhhkhyāna deserve special mention. Madhva is a realist 
and an acute thinker. His system of Vedanta is known as Dvaita 
Vedanta or Dualism. He is a sharp critic of Sankara’s Advaitism. 
He always seeks to establish his own position refuting Sankara’s 
position. Difference (bheda) is one of the significant concepts of 
Madhva’s ontology, According to him, all entities in this universe 
can be divided into three categories namely Brahman or Visnu, the 
jīva and the matter. In his Tattvasamkhydna Madhva divides Reality 
into two broad categories as independent (svatantra) and dependent 
(paratantra). God Visnu is svatantra in all aspects. The jiva (cit) 
and the matter (acit) are paratantra. God is absolutely independent, 
whereas the world completely depends on Him for its origin, 
existence, destruction, knowledge, bondage, liberation and the like. 
The entire dependent category is under the control of God Visnu. 
So Madhva's view is known as svatantrāsvatantravāda. Madhva 
advocates a scheme of pafica-bheda, namely, difference between (1) 
God and jiva; (2) God and matter; (3) one jīva and another; (4) jīva 
and matter and (5) one inert object and another. According to him, 
the word prapafica indicates this fivefold difference (prakrstena 
paficavidho bhedah prapaīicah). This fivefold difference is real and 
eternal. Madhva in his Visnutattvavinirnaya seeks to prove the 
reality of difference (bheda) in the face of criticism made by 
Sankara. He posits difference to be the very svariipa of an entity. 
So he is called svarūpa-bheda-vādin. Madhva holds that cognition 
of an entity involves the cognition of its difference from others. The 
svarupa and bheda are cognized at one and same moment. When 
one cognizes a pot, one simultaneously cognizes potness and its 
difference from the non-pot. Madhva’s division of reality into 
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independent and dependent demonstrates the basic truth that the two 
cannot be identical in any way. There exists distinction between the 
two which is fundamental and eternal. Madhva tenders advice to 
the aspirant to understand the greatness of God Visnu, to become 
His devotee and to attain liberation by His grace. In Madhva’s 
philosophy difference (bheda) is the svariipa of an entity; it is real 
and eternal. 

When we enter into the arena of Advaita Vedanta we breathe 
in a new atmosphere. We see Advaita Vedanta philosophy is not 
theistic in character. It teaches monism, not theism. Gaudapada, the 
grand teacher of Sankara, is believed to be the first Advaita 
Vedantin. He is the author of the Manditkyakarika. He is sattaika- 
vādin, and he considers Brahman to be the only Reality. He is of the 
view that Brahman is free from all distinctions. The internal and 
external worlds that appear before us are figment of imagination. As 
dream and illusion are seen, so is seen the universe. In Gaudapada’s 
philosophy all differences (bheda) which we experience in our daily 
life are absolutely naught (tuccha). But Sankara, the teacher of 
prasthānatraya i.e. the Upanisad, the Gita and the Brahmasitra 
nicely formulates the theory of unqualified monism (nirguņādvaita) 
refuting the objections of the opponents. Unlike Gaudapada he 
is sattatraividhyavādin. He admits three levels of existence- 
transcendental, empirical and apparent. He is of the view that 
Brahman is the only Ultimate Reality while the names and forms 
as also the resulting differences are the products of the primordial 
ne-science (00015117179). All differences seem to be real in the realm 
of ignorance, but they get cancelled by the mental mode in respect 
of Brahman (brahmākārāntahkaraņavrtti). The later teachers 
affiliated to Sankara School of Adavaita Vedanta refute the reality 
of difference by subtle arguments. They are of the opinion that 
difference (bheda) is not capable of being cognized by perception. 
In the judgment ‘this is a jar’ perception apprehends a non- 
differentiated substance only, i.e. bare existence, the essential nature 
of a thing, not its special form. Both essential nature (svarūpa) of 
a thing and its difference are not founded on perception, because 
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perception takes place in one moment. In a single moment it can 
cognize either of the two. The Advaitins say perception cognizes 
the nature of-a thing, not its difference because apprehension of 
difference presupposes the apprehension of the essential nature of 
the thing (bhedānuyogin) as also the memory of the things from 
which the given thing differs (bhedapratiyogin). The champions of 
the Advaita Vedanta point out that the category of difference as 
admitted by the Vaisnava philosophers may be classified under two 
types—svariipabheda and dharmabheda. They maintain that the 
positions of the Bhedavādins do not stand the test of logic. They 
argue that difference (bheda) cannot be the essential nature 
(svarūpa) of that which differs. If difference (bheda) be identical 
with svarūpa, then, on the apprehension of the essential nature 
(svarūpa) of a thing there would at once originate the apprehension 
of its difference from everything else. But simultaneous cognition 
of both svariipa and bheda is not possible because the cognition 
of difference depends on the memory of the counter-entities. 
Moreover, if difference (bheda) be identical with svarupa of a 
thing, then, the difference of ‘A’ from all entities of the world apart 
from “A” (visvapratiyogiko bheda) would be “A” itself. As a matter 
of fact the difference of Brahman from all phenomenal things 
(visvapratiyogika bheda) would be the nature (svarūpa) of 
Brahman. So svariipabheda, as the Advaitins claim, culminates in 
kevalādvaita. The Advaita Vedantins further argue that difference 
(bheda) cannot be held to be the property (dharma) of a thing. If 
it were dharma of a thing, we should have to assume that difference 
possesses difference, i.e. difference is different from essential 
nature, because otherwise it would be the same as the later. Again 
this later difference (bheda) would be a dharma of the first 
difference, and this would lead us to a third difference and so in 
infinitum. So the teachers of Advaita Vedanta categorically deny 
the reality of difference. According to Sankara’s Advaita Vedanta, 
the relation between Brahman and Jiva-jagat is the relation of 
absolute identity (abheda). 


On our rapid survey it comes to light that the Advaitins deny 


10 


the absolute reality of difference (bheda). Gaudapāda regards it as 
tuccha. Šankara School of Advaita Vedānta maintains that 
difference (bheda) is real in the domain of ignorance, but it is unreal 
i.e. anirvācya in the highest level of existence. This School admits 
absolute identity. All Vaisnava Schools of Vedanta recognize the 
reality of difference. According to Rāmānujas ৬1619150210, 
internal difference (svagata bheda) alone is real in the states of 
bondage and liberation. Rāmānuja is dharma-bheda-vadin. He 
interprets bheda as dissimilarity (vaidharmya). But he refuses to 
accept the homogeneous (sajatiya) and heterogeneous (vijātīya) 
differences. According to Vallabha’s Šuddhādvaita, difference is 
not permanently real. Its reality exclusively depends on God’s 
will. Vallabha interprets bheda as the causal relation. Vallabha’s 
Suddhvadvaita interprets advaita as identity with capacity to tole- 
rate difference (bhedasahisnu abheda). In Nimbārka's Dvaitādvaita 
philosophy category of difference holds a prominent position. 
According to Nimbārka, both difference and non-difference are 
equally real and eternal, and their relation is natural (svābhāvika 
bhedābheda sambandha). According to Bhāskara's aupādhika 
bhedābhedavāda, non-difference (abheda) is natural, eternal and 
real, whereas difference (bheda), though real, is conditioned 
(aupādhika) due to limiting adjuncts. Caitanya and his followers say 
difference is a Sakti or dharma, and is absolutely real. Madhya 
admits absolute difference (atyanta bheda). The fivefold division 
(pafica-bheda) as admitted by him is fundamental and absolutely 
real. 

After a careful analysis it reveals that difference (bheda) plays a 
vital role in the development of different branches of Vedanta. The 
conflicting views of the category of difference are related to the 
basic doctrines of the respective philosophical systems. While the 
unreality of difference (bheda) is consistent "with Advaita meta- 
physics, the reality of difference is compatible with the Vaisnava 
Schools of Vedanta. 
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Sartre on Pre-reflective Consciousness: Some 
Reflections 


Pralayankar Bhattacharya 


Foreword 

This paper is devoted to an exposition and estimation of pre- 
reflective consciousness as reflected in the works of Jean-Paul 
Sartre, the French existential thinker. The problem of human reality, 
as it is found in Sartre’s existential philosophy, is the problem of 
consciousness, and the problem of consciousness seems to be the 
problem of the being of man as a combination of ‘being-for-itself’ 
(consciousness as nothingness) and ‘being-in-itself? (object of 
consciousness). Sartre, in fact, rejects the Freudian hypothesis of 
the unconscious mind, and interprets human reality in terms of an 
original (conscious) project. Man, for Sartre, is originally nothing. 
Consciousness is nothingness; it is a lack. Since man is originally 
nothing, he is condemned to be free; he has the possibility to 
become anything. On Sartre’s account, so far as original project, 
i.e., original choice, is concerned, there is always an awareness 
prior to reflection. The subject matter of Sartre’s understanding of 
pre-reflective consciousness is this awareness. Sartre’s position is 
sometimes accused of irrationalism. It is, of course, true that Sartre 
is not a rationalist like Descartes; but, irrationalism does not mean 
that Sartre takes the risk of becoming mad. Sartre, on the contrary, 
is very rr uch concerned with the conscious projects of mankind; 
and, in nis consideration of such conscious projects, Sartre rather 
takes a post-rationalist path that seems to destabilize the structure 
of consciousness traditionally acknowledged in the history of 
‘Western philosophy. 

The discussion about pre-reflective consciousness draws our 
attention to this post-rationalist study of consciousness. As it has 
been stated earlier, consciousness is nothingness; the original 
consciousness is even not a self. Sartre’s theory of consciousness is 
completely pervaded by negation. However, the author of this paper 
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has no intention to deal with Sartre's problem of consciousness as 
a whole, nor with nothingness, even nor with freedom;! here, an 
attempt has been made to focus on consciousness as pre-reflective. 
Let us see what Sartre understands by his no-self theory of 
consciousness. 


Intentionality and Pre-reflectivity: Sartre’s Position 

All consciousness is primarily pre-reflective according to Sartre. By 
pre-reflectivity Sartre means the ego-lessness; both in The 
Transcendence of the Ego and Being and Nothingness he develops 
the non-egological concept of consciousness.” Any discussion 
regarding subjectivity in modern philosophy begins with the 
Cartesian ego-consciousness or “cogito” which is stated in the form 
of “I think”.5 After Descartes, Kant, in his Critique of Pure Reason, 
conceives that “I think” is a formal necessity and it must accompany 
all our representations.’ Sartre while developing the non-egological 
concept of consciousness takes both Descartes and Kant into 
consideration. Before Kierkegaard and Sartre, it was Kant who 
became highly critical of Descartes’ formulation of “I think”. In the 
‘Transcendental Dialectic’ of Critique of Pure Reason the critique 
of the first “paralogism” shows that “I am” cannot be deduced from 
“I think”: <... I, as a thinking being, persist for myself, and do not 
in any natural manner either arise or perish, can by no means be 
deduced from it.’> For Kant, “T? cannot be an object of possible 
experience. So far as consciousness is considered to be the pure 
subject against the pure object in a knowledge situation, and also 
coextensive with ‘T’ or “ego”, Sartre would definitely reject both 
Descartes and Kant, although Kant's attempt to show that subject 
cannot be an object of knowledge seems to have a bearing on 
Sartre’s emphasis on pre-reflective original project that never makes 
itself its own object. In fact, from the phenomenological as well 
as existential-phenomenological standpoint, consciousness is not 
merely thinking, as in Kant. However, Sartre’s relation to Descartes 
and Kant will be elaborated later. 


Besides, it is also to be noted, Sartre, like Heidegger, borrows 
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the notion of intentionality from Husserl. It is Husserl who, after 
Kant, gives a more comprehensive theory of consciousness; for 
Husserl, consciousness is not restricted to the intellectual function 
of synthesis, it is actually intentional. While Heidegger believes that 
intentionality belongs to Dasein (i.e., Being-in-the-world), Sartre, 
in full agreement with Husserl, considers consciousness alone to 
be the locus of intentionality. Sartre explicitly rejects the Husserlian 
formulation of intentionality as a constituting function. Conscious- 
ness is not constitutive, it has to depend on objects intended. From 
Sartre’s analysis (both in The Transcendence of the Ego and Being 
and Nothingness) it is quite clear that the constitution of objects 
by consciousness is not at all a problem for Sartre. Consciousness, 
by its peculiar nature, is dependent for its existence on the objects 
of which it is conscious. Husserl, in his phenomenology, introduces 
the subject and the object as polarities (as Kant in his ‘Refutation of 
Idealism’). According to Solomon, Husserl ‘distorted this polarity 
by emphasi-zing the dependence of the world on the subject.’ 
Sartre has tried to shift the balance in the opposite direction and 
stresses the dependence of the subject on the object in order to 
uphold the reality and the spirit of intentionality. In fact, Sartre 
upholds the realistic aspect of intentionality. It is true that Sartre 
really has a problem with the question of the transcendental ego as 
the source of intentional acts although he agrees with Husserli that 
the locus of intentionality is consciousness. We should remember 
that the world, for Sartre, is not a noema, but the in-itself.” Here 
lies the peculiar nature of Sartre’s notion of consciousness: 
intentionality is transcen-dence. The following remark clarifies 
Sartre’s position: 

..transcendence is the constitutive structure of conscious- 

ness; that is, that consciousness is born supported by a being 

which is not itself. 
Thus, consciousness, (i.e., for-itself), for Sartre, is “born supported” 
by in-itself. R.C. Solomon draws our attention to the fact that 
Sartre does not make any distinction between “object” and “object 
of consciousness”. Here, transcendence, according to Solomon’s 
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explanation, refers to the object itself.” Prof. J.N. Mohanty, on the 
other hand, more explicitly states that when Sartre says that 
intentionality is transcendence then Sartre actually intends to say, 
it is transcendence in twofold sense: ‘...it refers to a being outside 
of itself, and it transcends the ontic being towards the ontological, 
i.e., the meaning of being”! 

However, Sartre’s point is that Husserl never uses intentionality 
in the sense of transcendence. Intentionality, on the other hand, 
is constitutive for Husserl. Mohanty, in ‘Husserl’s concept of 
Intentionality’, remarks that Sartre explicitly rejects the formulation 
of intentionality as constituting function on two grounds: 


In the first place, for consciousness to be of something is 
to be confronted with a concrete and full presence which is 
not consciousness. But also, the supposed constitution of the 
object would involve an infinity which could not possibly be 
given, whereas there could be nothing in consciousness that 
is not immediately transparent to it.!! 


Mohanty rightly argues that Sartre intends to focus on the 
concreteness of the presence of the in-itself that is not conscious- 
ness but other than consciousness. Sartre, thus, remains faithful to 
the realistic aspect of intentionality; if consciousness is really 
consciousness of some object then we cannot but accept such 
“concrete and full presence” confronted by consciousness. Second, 
as Mohanty explains, Sartre genuinely believes that consciousness 
is always and wholly transparent; there is nothing in consciousness 
(neither ego nor anything else) which is not immediately transparent 
to it. That is why Sartre completely rejects the concept of “hyle”. 
Sartre argues: 

The hyle in fact could not be consciousness, for it would dis- 

appear in transparency and could not offer that resisting basis 

of impressions which must be surpassed towards the object.!? 
Sartre’s position is unique in the tradition of existential philosophy; 
taking the side of Heidegger he accepts Husserl’s intentionality but 
rejects epoché, on the other hand, unlike Heidegger but like an 
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orthodox Husserlian, Sartre considers consciousness alone to be 
intentional. Following Thevenaz, we can say that Sartre ‘redis- 
covers, against Husserl but while remaining profoundly faithful to 
his intention, a purer notion of phenomenological consciousness.’ 
It is interesting to note that according to Thevenaz while Heidegger 
rejects the “transcendental Ego-consciousness” of Husserl for the 
sake of the Dasein, Sartre, on the other hand, throws out the “Ego” 
or the “Ego-endowed consciousness” to save the Husserlian con- 
sciousness against Heidegger. Husserl declares that phenomenology 
is a descriptive eidetic theory of “pure experience”.!* Phenome- 
nology, for Husserl, studies the essence of consciousness, especially 
the essence of intentionality, the essence of consciousness of 
something, i.e., it is a detailed ontology of essences (Wesen). Sartre 
while accepting the primacy of consciousness rejects such ontology 
of essences. He does not believe in any kind of phenomenological 
philosophy occupied with a consciousness supported by a transcen- 
dental ego. To put it more simply, for Sartre, consciousness is never 
isolated from the existing world. Sartre’s consciouness is, therefore, 
living consciousness which is neither Heideggerian Dasein nor even 
Husserlian transcendental ego. If phenomenology is to be under- 
stood as a “science of fact” then Sartre would like to propose that 
it is the real consciousness, the living consciousness, which is 
accessible to each of us and loses its reality and purity with the 
‘reduction’ to be presided over by a “transcendental ego”. In The 
Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentialist Theory of Conscious- 
ness, Sartre writes: 


If we reject all the more or less forced interpretations of the 
I Think offered by the post-Kantians, and nevertheless wish 
to solve the problem of the existence in fact of the J in 
consciousness, we meet on our path the phenomenology of 
Husserl. Phenomenology is a scientific, not a Critical study 
of consciousness... We must recognize that phenomenology 
is a science of fact, and that the problems it poses are 
problems of fact, which can be seen, moreover, from 
Husserl’s designation of phenomenology as a descriptive 
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science. Problems concerning the relations of the 7 to 
consciousness are therefore existential problems. !> 


The Unity of Consciousness 


Sartre begins with the question of the unity of consciousness. For 
him, the ego is not required to account for the unity of conscious- 
ness; intentionality alone is adequate to unify consciousness. In The 
Transcendence of the Ego Sartre states: 


It is consciousness which unifies itself, concretely, by a play 
of “transversal” intentionalities which are concrete and real 
intentions of past consciousness. Thus consciousness refers 
perpetually to itself. Whoever says “a consciousness” says 
“the whole of consciousness”, and this singular property 
belongs to consciousness itself, aside from whatever relations 
it may have to the 1.19 


Moreover, for Sartre, the nature of consciousness gives support to 
the individuality of consciousness. “I” is conceived by Sartre as an 
expression, not a condition, of the “incommunicability and inward- 
ness” of consciousness. It is Kant who conceives of transcendental 
consciousness as the set of conditions which are necessary for the 
existence of an empirical consciousness. Against Kant Sartre has 
the question: 

„.is the J that we encounter in our consciousness made 

possible by the synthetic unity of our representations, or is it 

the J which in fact unites the representations to each other?!” 


In the post-Kantian period it is Husserl who claims that a trans- 
cendental ego stands “behind consciousness”. Sartre argues that 
there is no ego behind consciousness, there is only an ego for 
consciousness. If Husserl's ego-endowed consciousness is an 
intentional consciousness then the ego must contact some reality 
different from itself through some third or intermediary. Husserl, 
here, introduces the notion of “hyle”—a hybrid staff, contained in 
consciousness.!* Hyle is the sensuous part which is able to 
“represent” or “resemble” the objects intended by the ego. In any 
conscious act (e.g., visual perception) Husserl’s phenomenology 
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admits that a transcendental ego stands behind this act and such 
ego also discovers that consciousness has contents and must end 
by referring the character of every object to the activity of cons- 
ciousness. The intentional object is, thus, considered "a product 
of the activity of transcendental ego” upon the directly given 
contents of consciousness, viz, “sense data”.!? For Sartre, on the 
other hand, the problem is not an epistemological one but an 
existential one. Intentionality, for him, is not an essential feature 
of consciousness, Against Husserl, Sartre argues that intentionality 
is consciousness and the character of the object of consciousness 
has got some independence for phenomenological investigation. 
Sartre, therefore, says: 


«itis certainly that phenomenology does not need to appeal 
to any such unifying and individualizing I. Indeed consciou- 
sness is defined by intentionality. By intentionality consiou- 
ness transcends itself. It unifies itself by escaping from 
itself.2° 


Sartre, thus, intends to remain faithful to phenomenology by 
rejecting the notion of the transcendental ego. Sartre asks, is not 
the “psychic” and “psycho-physical me” enough? He, again, asks, 
‘Need one double it with a transcendental J, a structure of absolute 
consciousness?’*! Sartre’s answer is negative. He rather concludes 
that it is consciousness which makes possible the unity and the 
personality of my 41”. The question is, how? 

It is true that Sartre is highly critical of Husserl’s concept of the 
transcendental ego by pointing out that such an idea is not supported 
by the intentionality of consciousness. For Sartre, as we know, 
consciousness is not constitutive. In the Cartesian Meditations 
Husserl speaks of the constitution of the transcendental ego. For 
Husserl, the ego continually constitutes itself as existing; the ego 
is not a mere “flowing life”, but an “I”, and it grasps itself as "T", 
who lives as this and that subjective process as the same 1? The 
problem is, if the ego is continuously creating itself, how can it 
constitute itself as an identical substance, for continuous creation 
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is never harmonious with something that is identical. Sartre, īn his 
analysis, starts with the notion of intentionality, and subscribes to 
this perception that since consciousness is always consciousness of 
something, it is directed towards outside itself, and, therefore, has 
no inside. Hence, Sartre rules out the possibility of discovering the 
transcendental ego. Besides, consciousness, for Sartre, has a 
revealing character; but, Husserl’s transcendental ego which is not 
directed towards something other than itself lacks it. 


However, for Sartre, as it has been mentioned before, conscious- 
ness makes possible the unity. But, if there is no transcendental 
ego, how the unity of the different conscious acts is to be ensured. 
Initially the unity of the acts of consciousness seems to be derived 
from the unity of the object of consciousness. But, there is also 
a problem. Since objects are scattered, unrelated, they do not have 
an intrinsic unity. Now, it is a genuine problem for Sartre to account 
for the unity of conscious acts, for he does not believe in 
transcendental ego. Sartre, in fact, finally, draws our attention to 
the goal-orientation of consciousness. Consciousness is a project 
having a certain goal or purpose. The pre-reflective consciousness 
makes unity possible through its projection, and this project-nature 
is self-conscious. Every act of consciousness is related with the 
other towars the ultimate goal of consciousness. This project-nature 
of consciousness has an external dimension, and contributes to the 
unity of different conscious acts. 


The Ego is not in Consciousness 


Sartre claims that the ego is not in consciousness. Consciousness 
contains neither transcendental ego nor anything else. It has been 
stated before that there is ego for consciousness. The ego, for Sartre, 
is actually “out there”, “in the world”; ego is an object among 


-. objects. No mental entity belongs to the staff of consciousness. All 


ss ck 39 cce 39 64. 22 6 


so called “images”, “representations” “ideas”, “phenomena”, ‘sense 
data’ are “objects for consciousness”, not “contents in conscious- 
ness”. Consciousness or for-itself is present to its object or in-itself. 
When I imagine or see a mountain or a river, Ī actually see the 
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mountain or the river, not their idea. In The Psychology of Imagina- 
tion Sartre rejects the notion of consciousness as a place designed 
in the philosophy of David Hume. For Sartre, one who pictures 
consciousness as a place suffers from the fallacy of “the illusion 
of immanence”.?3 Sartre conceives an image (e.g., of a chair) as 
a consciousness; it is, to avoid all ambiguity, stated as a relationship. 
However, Sartre’s point is that when consciousness encounters the , 
chair or imagines it, the chair is not in consciousness, nor the 
image of the chair is the content in consciousness. Thus, Sartre’s 
basic intention is to propose that ego cannot be in consciousness, 
since consciousness is a great emptiness. In fact, consciousness, for 
Sartre, is simply “spontaneity”, “a sheer activity transcending 
towards object”. Since consciousness is a spontaneity, and empty 
in terms of content, the ego has little role to play. 


The Ego Appears only to Reflection 


For Sartre, the ego appears only to reflection. Sartre precisely states 
that “the I appears in a reflected consciousness.”2* On the unre- 
flected level there is no “7”, only consciousness and its object, i.e., 
only intentionality. Sartre gives an example of the consciousness 
“street-car-having-to-be-overtaken”.*> This consciousness is an 
unreflective consciousness, one is basically plunged into the world 
of objects. In this state “T° simply disappears. Thus, when I was 
reading a novel, there was consciousness of the book, of the heroes, 
of the novel; Sartre would say that there was no “I” inhabiting this 
consciousness. Such unreflective consciousness cannot be 
expressed through the form "I think”. 

Sartre, thus, intends to show that “T° emerges only with the 
reflection. But it is to be noted here that according to Sartre “1 
think” is not the reflected consciousness, it appears in reflected 
consciousness. Sartre says: ‘Let us also note that the I think does 
not appear to reflection as the reflected consciousness: it is given 
through reflected consciousness.’2° 

Sartre, in this context, also rules out the possibility of 47” as a 
part of consciousness.*” If “T° is a part of consciousness, there 


20 


would then be “two Is”, the “P of the reflective consciousness 
and the “T° of the reflected consciousness. It is not possible. 
The Ego is not Empirically Given 

Sartre insists that the ego is not empirically given; it is given 
through reflected consciousness. But, it is not still clear, how is it 
given in reflected consciousness. We understand that "T” is an object 
of consciousness, it is constituted by reflection and it is not the 
source of the constituting function. If ego is not in consciousness, 
it is in the world; like the world it is the object of consciousness. 
The ego is not a subject which can manipulate or direct 
consciousness. In Sartrian language, it is more correct to say 
“consciousness of me” instead of “my consciousness”. Sartre 
discusses how ego is constituted in the section ‘the constitution of 
the ego’ of The Transcendence of the Ego; Sartre, there, states that 
consciousness determines different states and the states constitute 
the ego.28 My immediate reaction of repulsion to someone is, of 
course, consciousness. The unity which the reflective consciousness 
establishes between this reaction and earlier ones constitutes my 
state of hate. For Sartre, my ego stands as ‘the ideal unity’ of all 
of my states, qualities and action. The “T° expresses only the, unity 
of pre-reflective consciousness itself. But, we must remember, this 
unity is not a “subject-pole”, it is an "object-pole”. Sartre, in this 
context, makes a crucial distinction between “the psychic” and ‘the 
consciouness’. The “psychic”, for Sartre, is the transcendent object 
of reflective consciousness. Sartre clearly states: 


The ego appears to reflection as a transcendent object 
effecting the permanent synthesis of the psychic. The ego is 
on the side of psychic... the ego that we are considering is 
psychic, not psycho-physical. ...The psycho-physical me is a 
synthetic enrichment of the psychic ego...?? 
The consciousness, unlike the ego, is, first, a subject, and, second, 
psycho-physical. From this standpoint, Sartre rejects the primacy of 
the Cartesian cogito or “T’. Descartes intends to prove the existence 
of “T’ as a subject. But, for Sartre, ‘T’ is simply an object; it appears 
in the secondary level when consciousness becomes reflective. 
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The entire story regarding the constitution of ego/I, following 
Sartre, can be put more precisely like this. While Descartes’ cogito 
is “personal”, Sartre’s pre-reflective cogito, i.e., first order cons- 
ciousness, is non-personal, in other words, ego-less. That is why 
when I am actually conscious of the novel, I should not say “I am 
conscious of the novel”, I must say “there is consciousness of the 
novel”. In Descartres’ formula—‘J think, therefore I am”—the 
consciousness which says ‘I am’ is not actually the consciousness 
which thinks, or the consciousness that says “I think’ is precisely 
not the consciousness which thinks. In Descartes’ case or in the 
case of the consciousness of the novel, the ego comes into existence 
only when the original consciousness is made the object of 
reflection. In Being and Nothingness Sartre writes: 


...the reflecting consciousness posits the consciousness refle- 
cted on, as its object. In the act of reflecting I pass judgement 
on the conscious reflected on; I am ashamed of it. I am proud 
of it, I will it, I deny it etc. The immediate consciousness 
which I have of perceiving does not permit me either to judge 
or to will or to be ashamed. It does not know my perception, 
does not posit it, all that there is of intention in my actual 
consciousness is directed toward the outside, toward the 
world. In turn, this spontaneous consciousness of my 
perception is constitutive of my perceptive consciousness.*? 


So we see, for Sartre, There is no “ego-consciousness”, but only 
“consciousness of the ego”. When I count the cigarettes I do not 
know myself as counting. If anybody asks me, ‘What are you 
doing?’ I reply, “I am counting.” For Sartre, it is the pre-reflective 
consciousness which is reflected on, actually makes reflection 
possible. 


Pre-reflective Consciousness is Self-conscious. 


According to Sartre, all consciousness is consciousness of some- 
thing, and all consciousness is consciousness of itself. Sartre 
believes in the transparence of consciousness, it is immediately 
aware of itself at the same time as it is also of an object. This is 
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called as the “non-positing, pre-reflective self-givenness” of 
consciousness. Sartre argues in The Transcendence of the Ego that 
the transcendental “T° is the “death of consciousness” since the 
existence of the consciousness is an “absolute existence”. Again, 
the existence of the consciousness is an absolute existence because 
“consciousness is consciousness of itself.” And, finally, “conscious- 
ness is aware of itself in so far as it is consciousness of a transcen- 
dent object.”3! What Sartre intends to point out is that the existence 
of consciousness has its own law. By virtue of this law conscious- 
ness can unify itself and the pre-reflective cogito becomes able to 
render reflection possible. The law can be formulated like this: 


‘the object with its characteristic opacity is before conscio- 
usness, but consciousness is purely and simply consciousness 
of being consciousness of that object”? 


Let us put it more explicitly. Consciousness, reflective or pre- 
reflective, is always self-conscious. In the pre-reflective level there 
is no ego, in the reflective level the ego appears in the reflected 
consciousness as an object. In the pre-reflective level the conscio- 
usness of consciousness is not “positional”, i.e. consciousness is 
not for itself its own object. Sartre describes the situation thus: 


„consciousness is not for itself its own object. Its object is by 
nature outside of it, and that is why consciousness posits and 
grasps the object in the same act. Consciousness knows itself 
only as absolute inwardness.*” 


Such consciousness is considered by Sartre as the “unreflected 
consciousness”. On the other hand, my reflecting consciousness is 
also “non-positional” consciousness in so far as it is consciousness 
of itself. Sartre states that such consciousness becomes positional 
only by directing itself upon the reflected consciousness which itself 
was not a positional consciousness of itself before being reflected. 
In the case of counting cigarettes when I reply “I am counting”, the 
second order consciousness which is initially self-conscious and, 
therefore, non-positional becomes positional by making “the 
consciousness of counting cigarettes,” the original and non- 
positional consciousness, its own object. 
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It is true that Sartre does not clearly state whether reflective 
and non-reflective are the "two modes” of one consciousness. It 
appears that primarily he talks two consciousnesses either in The 
Transcendence of the Ego or in Being and Nothingness. But, it 
should be noted here that Sartre, in this context, rejects the primacy 
of reflection over the consciousness reflected on. In Being and 
Nothingness Sartre says: 


It is not reflection which reveals the consciousness reflected- 

on to itself. Quite the contrary, it is the non-reflective 

consciousness which renders the reflection possible; there is 

a pre-reflective cogito which is the condition of the Cartesian 

cogito.*4 
For Sartre, to put it in other words, in order to count cigarettes, 
it is necessary to be conscious of the counting, the counting should, 
at least, take place properly. Sartre emphasizes that each and every 
conscious existence (both reflective and pre-reflective) exists as 
“consciousness of existing”. The original consciousness, i.e., the 
first consciousness of consciousness is non-positional since it is 
“one with the consciousness of which it is consciousness.” 
Consciousness, here, does not make itself its own object; it is one 
with itself, it knows itself only as “absolute inwardness”. This self- 
consciousness {conscience (de) soi}, for Sartre, is not a new 
consciousness; it is the ‘only mode of existence which is possible 
for a consciousness of something”** Sartre describes such self- 
consciousness as the mode of existence thus: 


Just as an extended object is compelled to exist according to 
three dimensions, so an intention, a pleasure, a grief can exist 
only as immediate self-consciousness. If the intention is not 
a thing in consciousness, then the being of the intention can 
be only intention.*” 


Sartre and Merleau-Ponty 


From our foregoing analysis it appears to be so that self- 
consciousness does not indicate any substance or entity called 
59138 it simply and exclusively depends on its objects, it is original 
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and non-positional consciousness. The original consciousness is an 
original choice. This original choice is "the foundation” of any 
deliberation, or, in other words, any deliberation ‘requires an 
interpretation in terms of an original choice. *? 


The distinction between reflective and pre-reflective conscious- 
ness is not a difference in terms of self-consciousness. All 
consciousness, without exception, is essentially self-conscious. 
Self-knowledge (i.e. knowledge in which self makes itself its own 
object) or reflection and the ego appear only with the second order 
consciousness. The Cartesian cogito is based on this second order 
consciousness. It is non-positional, self-conscious first-order or 
original consciousness which makes reflection possible. Although 
reflective consciousness takes pre-reflective consciousness as its 
object in the reflective cogito, pre-reflective consciousness is 
basically self-conscious, it never takes itself its own object. 


We come across an externalise approach in Sartre’s conside- 
ration of pre-reflective consciousness. Consciousness, for Sartre, is 
what it is not. The consciousness in its primitive status is conscious 
act which is neither purely mental (i.e., cognizing consciousness 
or thinking ego), nor purely physical (i.e., functional); it has been 
stated before that such conscious act is rather an embodied 
understanding, an active consciousness, living consciousness. This 
original conscious act never makes itself its own object. The 
knowledge of self is grounded in this pre-reflective, active, self- 
conscious consciousness which cannot but intend an object other 
than itself. And, without physical body, this original intentional act 
is an illusion. Thus, intentionality, if it be subjective, is not 
coextensive with what is called “pure consciousness” or “pure 
understanding”. We cannot rule out the possibility that one’s body 
becomes subjective; the movements of body can be characterized 
by intentionality. The pre-reflective Consciousness is not an outsier 
that becomes conscious of a boy as its own; it is rather a conscious 
act that is conscious through a body. 


So far as consciousness is considered as motile and self- 
conscious, we find a close similarity between Sartre and Merleau- 
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Ponty. Maurice Merleau-Ponty, a French phenomenologist, defends 
the self-consciousness of all consciousness: ‘All consciousness is at 
the same time self-consciousness ...self-consciousness is the very 
being of the mind in action“? Merleau-Ponty, like Sartre, begins 
with the Husserlian dictum “all consciousness is consciousness of 
something”; like Heidegger and Sartre he also opposes Husserlian 
epoche. By the reduction Merleau-Ponty does not understand a 
withdrawal from the world towards a pure consciousness; for him, 
we are relation to the world through and through.*! The world is 
never considered by Merleau-Ponty as noema. For Merleau-Ponty, 
there is a body-world pact, the body’s world finding activity grounds 
the general structure of the world. Like Sartre, Merleau-Ponty 
attempts to get rid of the idealistic overtones of Husserl’s thought. 
Merleau-Ponty, as we find in Sartre, rejects the concept of “hyle”. In 
fact, Merleau-Ponty puts more emphasis on body-subject that is pre- 
reflectively conscious. The body which is not a mere physical object 
but “a focul point of living meanings”, “a work of art”, confers 
meaning on the world.*? 

There are, of course, certain respects in which Merleau-Ponty 
sharply differs from Sartre. For Merleau-Ponty, my existence is not 
reduced to the consciousness I have of existing, as for Sartre. 
Merleau-Ponty claims that it is not the “I think” that eminently 
contains the “I am”; it is consciousness which is “reintegrated in 
existence”. I am actually present to myself by being present to the 
world. Prof. Mohanty draws our attention to the crucial difference 
between Sartre and Merleau-Ponty: 


While Sartre goes back to the early Husserlian thesis that 
intentionality belongs to consciousness and consciousness 
alone, Merleau-Ponty’s entire philosophy marks a return from 
the pure for-itself to concrete human existence. 
However, in spite of this difference, Merleau-Ponty accepts Sartre’s 
notion of self-consciousness. Consciousness is self-conscious as the 
consciousness of some object. Solomon says that Merleau-Ponty is 
‘quite explicit’ about the relation between pre-reflective and 
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reflective consciousness.** Reflection is the expression of pre- 
reflective consciousness and the reflective cogito is the expression 


of a pre-reflective self-consciousness. 
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and Company, 1988, p. 44. 
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Fourth Discourse on Method and in Principles of Philosophy (Part D 
we find the more familiar form ‘I am thinking, therefore, I exist’ 
or ‘Cogito Ergo sum’, in its Latin formulation. This is called the 
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Imperatives in Logic 
Debirupa Basu 


Since the twentieth century the logic of imperatives has become a 
topic of serious study for the logicians and philosophers. Imperative 
logic is a kind of logic that deals with arguments containing 
sentences in imperative mood. An imperative sentence is that which 
expresses a reguest or command or that gives advice or instructions. 
There may be different kinds of imperative sentences. For example, 


a. Close the door! (Command) 

b. Please close the door. (Reguest) 

c. Work hard to succeed. (Unconditional prescription) 

d. If it rains, close the window. (Conditional prescription) 


The imperative inferences which we make in our ordinary day-to- 
day life, proves its necessity and usefulness. For example, while 
taking a driving lesson, one is instructed by his trainer, "If there is 
a stop signal, stop”. A few seconds later, if the trainee does not 
stop his car at the sight of the traffic signal then the instructor 
utters that "there is a stop sign, so stop”. An imperative argument 
may be constructed from the event as follows: 


If there is a stop sign, stop. 

There is a stop sign. 

So, stop. 
The first premise of the argument is an imperative sentence. The 
second premise is a declarative sentence. From these two premises 
an imperative conclusion has been drawn. 


Logicians are of opinion that imperative arguments are not only 
possible but they can also be determined as either valid or invalid. 
But the problem in articulating imperative logic is that the 
imperative sentences are neither true nor false. In the absence of any 
truth value they cannot be handled within the framework of classical 
two-valued logic. So a new logical system is needed in order to 
accommodate imperative arguments. 
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The aim of this paper is to undertake a survey work both on 
imperative logic in general and on a system of it propounded by 
Peter B.M. Vranas in particular. The first section of this paper 
attempts to set the stage ready for the introduction of logic of 
imperatives. It deals with the problem of considering the classical 
two-valued logic as the only logic. As a result, alternative logics 
come into the existence. The second section deals with the 
„discussion of the three trends regarding the possibility of imperative 
logic. The first trend is that imperative logic is impossible for its 
non-cognitive character. The second trend is of the reductionists 
who reduce the imperative sentences into the declarative ones and 
offers a system of imperative logic which can easily fit in within 
the scope of classical two-valued logic. The third trend is that 
imperative sentences are never reducible into declarative sentences, 
as they refer to some performative dimension. It surpasses the 
sphere of ordinary two-valued logic. So there is a need for envisa- 
ging a new system of logic in order to accommodate imperative 
arguments. The third section deals with the latest system of 
imperative logic developed by Peter B.M. Vranas. The system 
includes the nature and different kinds of imperative sentences. The 
system also provides with the non-truth-functional connectives of 
imperatives sentences. The concluding section contains the findings 
of this research work which highlights the merits of the theory 
constructed by Vranas. But it also shows a disparity in Vranas’ 
system. Though Vranas introduces a third value to deal with 
conditional prescriptions in order to separate imperative logic from 
being isomorphic with classical two valued logic, still the same 
charge is retained because he leaves the cases of unconditional 
prescription as the bearers of two values only. This has been 
explained with examples and a suggestion has been made. 


I 


The theory of logic formulated by Aristotle is considered as the 
foundation of logic as a systematic study. Aristotle deals with 
propositions which are either true or false and it is known as 
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classical two-valued logic (02) But there are some philosophical 
problems regarding the acceptability of classical two-valued logic 
as the “logic”. One and probably the first problem is the status 
of future contingent statements, e.g. “There will be a sea-battle 
tomorrow’. This statement is neither true nor false. It cannot be 
said that the statement is true because the sea-battle might happen 
or not. Nor can it be considered as false that there will be a sea- 
battle tomorrow, because it is to admit that there will not be a sea- 
battle tomorrow. It is impossible to predetermine the occurrence 
or nonoccurrence of a sea-battle one day before. It can be said that 
to assume a truth value of this kind of statement i.e. either true or 
false, is to subscribe to fatalism. So the classical two-valued logic 
cannot. fully explain future contingent statements. This gives rise 
to the contemplation of the prospect of a proposition which can 
have more than two values-truth and falsity and another value- 
indeterminate. A logic based on this assumption is called many- 
valued logic advocated by Lukasiewitz. 

There is another motivation behind the articulation of several 
non-standard logical systems other than C, which lies in two main 
points. New non-standard systems are developed either out of purely 
formal interest or they have been devised out of the belief that 
classical logic is in some way mistaken or inadequate. Keeping this 
point in mind, it may be said that beside classical two-valued logic, 
logic may be of two kinds, namely extended and deviant logic. An 
extended logic is a supplement to classical logic. On the other hand, 
deviant logic is a rival system. An extended logic is compatible with 
classical two-valued logic whereas a rival system is incompatible, 
with C,. There are different kinds of extended and deviant logics. 
Logicians attempting to develop imperative logic prefer to consider 
it as a variety of extended logic because they keep the vocabulary 
of classical logic but add some more to it. 


H 
First Trend: Imperative inference is impossible 
The first trend regarding the possibility of imperative argument is 
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that it is impossible. In his paper ‘Imperative Inference’ Bernard 
Williams argues that "there is not in general anything that can be 
called imperative inference.”! 
It is worth guoting a paragraph from Williams” writing to 
understand the issue. 
We see an objection to construing the schema [“do x or do y; 
do not do x; so do y”] as anything that could be called a 
pattern of inference. For the first premiss presupposes 
permission to do x, and permission to do y; but the second 
premiss, ‘do not do x’, obviously has the force of denying 
permission to do x. Thus, the speaker implicitly gives or 
admits something with his first utterance, which he withdraws 
with the second; and this can be construed only as the speaker 
changing his mind, or going back on what he first said. This 
destroys any resemblance of this sequence of commands to an 
inference...” | 
He holds that the speaker implicitly gives or admits something with 
his first premise which he withdraws with the second. So there 
is a change of mind of the speaker while uttering the first and the 
second premise. Hence imperative inference is not possible. 
Second Trend: Reductionist Approach 


The philosophers, who admit that imperative logic to the extent 
that imperative sentences are reducible to indicative sentences, are 
palled reductionists. They attempt to include non-descriptive sen- 
tences like imperative sentences within the frame work of two- 
valued logic by translating them into descriptive sentences. 


A. Ernst Mally’s logic of Normatives (1926) 


Ernst Mally is the first logician who approached an attempt to 
develop a system of formal logic for normative sentences by 
applying modern technigues in his scholarly writing, Grundgesetze 
des Sollens.? Mally distinguishes between two different attitudes of 
states of affair, namely, judging and willing i.e. moral deliberation. 
The classical logic is the logic of judgement dealing with the 
validity and invalidity of judgements. The similar logic for the 
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attitude of willing may be developed in such a way that’ if a given 
state of affairs p is the case, then it may be expressed as ‘p ought 
to be the case”. i 


The principle of obligation formulated by Mally is this: 
If + (BC) then | OB>0C 


It means that assuming that L (B—>C) means that B implies 
C in a logical system, similarly, if OB means B is obligatory and 
OC means C is obligatory, then OB implies OC. 


It may be said that Mally sets the stage for the development 
of imperative logic. 
B. Jorgen Jorgensen’s Dilemma (1938) 


Jorgen Jorgensen, a Danish philosopher, is famous for his 
formulation of dilemma which he explains in the following way: 


So we have the following puzzle. According to a generally 
accepted definition of logicalinference only sentences which 
are capable of being true or false can function as premises or 
conclusions in an inference; nevertheless it seems evident 
that a conclusion in the imperative mood may be drawn from 
two premises one of which or both of which are in the 
imperative mood.4 


This puzzle is generally known as Jorgensen’s dilemma. Now the 
dilemma involved is the thought that either on the one hand it is 
to be denied that there are good inferences containing imperative 
sentences as they are neither true nor false or on the other hand, 
it is true that there may be inferences involving imperatives. 


Though Jorgensen admits the possibility of imperative inferences 
he does not admit the possibility of imperative logic. The solution 
to this dilemma suggested by him lies in the distinction between 
an imperative factor and an indicative factor of imperatives. The 
imperative factor is that ‘something is commanded’ and the indica- 
tive factor is that which asserts ‘what it is that is commanded. He 
is of opinion that the imperative factor is not separate from its 
indicative factor but the indicative factor can be distinctly 


35 


understood from the imperative factor as the latter can be formalized 
and other imperatives can be derived from them. The imperative 
factor is that which is present in an imperative sentence but the 
indicative factor is that which is derived from an imperative 
sentence. It is a sentence which describes what is prescribed by an 
imperative sentence. To quote Jorgensen: 


„the derived indicative sentence can be dealt with ...according 

to the rules of ordinary logic, which do not apply to the 

imperative sentences.” | 
Third Trend: Non-reductionist Approach 
Philosophers who consider that imperative sentences possess 
different status and they are irreducible to descriptive sentences due 
to their performative feature are called non-reductionists. They hold 
that imperative logic can be established in parallel to classical logic 
by expanding its vocabulary. 

A.R.M. Hare 


In his The language of Morals Hare claims that imperatives can 
be inferred from other imperatives and thus imperative logic is 
possible. In his article entitled, “Imperative Sentences” he 
criticizes the reductionists for developing imperative arguments in 
terms of indicative characters of a sentence. He attempts to 
construct a logic of impetatives completely parallel to the logic of 
indicatives. 

Hare starts his discussion-on the distinction between imperative 
and indicative sentences by showing that imperative sentences are 
less discussed in the grammar book as some tenses are not 
applicable to imperatives, more specifically, imperative in past 
tense is not possible. Imperatives are used only in second person 
singular or plural. 

He distinguishes between an imperative and indicative on the 
point that an indicative sentence answers to the question: ‘what is 
the case?’ But an imperative answers to the question: what is to 
be the case or ‘what am I to make the case?’ Indicative sentences 
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are concerned with unchanged factual matters relevant to some 
particular situations. But in imperative sentences, no factual claim 
is made. He takes two examples of imperative and indicative 
sentences. 


1. Shut the door. 
2. You are going to shut the door. 


He holds that these two sentences have one part common, i.e. 
‘your shutting the door in immediate future’. This phrase can be 
converted in either into an indicative or imperative by adding two 
words, one each in both. 


(1.1) Your shutting the door in the immediate future, please. 
(2.1) Your shutting the door in the immediate future, yes. 


Both imperatives and indicatives refer to a description of the 
same event. In both (1) and (2) there is a reference of a ‘descriptive 
function’: 

Your shutting the door in the immediate future. 

It is the descriptive function of the above two sentences which 
he calls the “descriptor” of an indicative or imperative sentence. He 
calls it ‘descriptive function’ of the sentence. Now, the same 
descriptor of a sentence may be changed due to the presence of two 
different terms in it which he calls ‘dictors’. The words ‘yes’ and 
‘please’ indicate the mood of the sentence. He calls it the “dictive 
function’ of the sentence. Thus, (1.1) becomes an imperative 
sentence by adding ‘please’ to it and (2.1) is an indicative by adding 
the word ‘yes’. In (1.1), the imperative dictor (please) commands 
what is described by the imperative descriptor. In (2.1), the 
indicative dictor (yes) says that what is described by the descriptor 
is the case. Hare calls the ‘descriptive function’ or ‘descriptor’ as 
“‘descriptrum’. 

The same distinction between the ‘descriptor’ and ‘dictor’ has 
been made by Hare In The Language of Morals on the basis of 
two terms, namely, ‘phrastic’ and neustic’ in a different way. The 
word ‘phrastic’ is derived from the Greek word ‘phrazo’ which 
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means ‘to point out’ and on the other hand, the word ‘nefstazo’ 
means ‘to agree’ or ‘nod assent’. Here ‘phrastic’ is the part of the 
sentence that is common to both moods (Your shutting the door in 
the immediate future). The ‘neustic’ is that part which is different 
in commands and statements. (please and yes). 

Having distinguished between imperative and indicating 
sentences, Hare proceeds to develop the logic of imperatives with 
the help of the descriptum of imperatives and indicatives. He takes 
an example of syllogism below. 


You will use an axe or a saw. 

You will not use an axe. 

You will use a saw. 

This syllogism may be translated either into an indicative 
argument or an imperative one with proper use of descriptor and 
dictor as follows: 

1) Use of axe or saw by you shortly, yes. 

No use of axe by you shortly, yes. 
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Use of saw by you shortly, yes. 


2) Use of axe or saw by you shortly, please. 
No use of axe by you shortly, please. 
Use of saw by you shortly, please. 

The above syllogisms are different in terms of the dictor but 
similar in terms of the descriptor. But Hare argues that dictors do 
not play a role in the syllogism as both the above two syllogisms 
may be written as below: 

Use of axe or saw by you shortly. 

No use of axe by you shortly. 

Use of saw by you shortly. 

In ‘Imperative Sentences’ Hare goes on to give a ‘formal’ 
statement covering the mode of reasoning found in imperative and 
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indicative reasoning. He says that if ‘C’ stands for a command, 
and ‘S’ stands for a statement having the same descriptor as ‘C’, 
then where c,, C,, C3...c, are commands inferable from ‘C’ then to 
command c is to command Cj, Cy...c,. Analogously, one cannot infer 
S from S), nor can he infer C from c,, though the converse is true.” 


In The Language of Morals Hare sets down the following two 
rules, for validity: 
1. No indicative conclusion can be validly drawn from a set of 
premises which cannot be validly drawn from the indicatives 
among them alone. 


2. No imperative conclusion can be validly drawn from a set of 
premises which does not contain at least one imperative.® 


According to Hare, logic of imperative is bivalent in the same way 
as indicative sentences are. Here is one of his reasons. 


It is quite clear that if I do not say “Shut the door!” this does 
not compel me, logically, to say “Do not shut the door”. I can 
say "You may either shut the door or not shut the door”; or I 
can say nothing at all. But similarly, if I do not say “You are 
going to shut the door” this does not compel me logically to 
say ‘You are not going to shut the door’. I can say “You may 
be going to shut the door, and you may be going not to shut 
the door” or I can say nothing at all. (...) The truth is that our 
language possesses ways of speaking in a three-valued way 
and ways of speaking in a two-valued way... simple impera- 
tives are normally two-valued.” 


B. Nicholas Rescher’s logic of Commands (1966) 


In The Logic of Commands Nicholas Rescher aims at formulating 
a logical system of commands. According to him, command is a 
narrower representation of functional grouping whereas imperatives 
have broader applications which are used to give advice, counsel, 
denounce, upbraid reproach, request prayers etc. Conditional impe- 
ratives are sometimes used to make a purely factual assertion. For 
example, “If you want to visit the tallest structure in Pittsburgh, 
visit the Gulf Oil Building” is equivalent to “The Gulf Oil Building 
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is the tallest structure in Pittsburgh.” But the word ‘command’, 
according to Rescher, covers “orders, directives, injunctions and 
prohibitions or negative commands”.!° The word command does 
include requests, recommendations and authorizations. He talks 
about following elements of command, namely, 
1. the source (who issues the commands). 
2. the recipient (or the addressee, to whom the command is 
given). 
3. the mooted action or result, which is central notion of a 
command. 
4. execution timing (do it now or do it always or standing 
orders). 
5. execution precondition (setting the conditions specifying the 
occasions for its execution). 
6. period the command is in force. (command will be in force 
for certain period of time). 
Except the last element of command, Rescher introduces syntacti- 
cal representations of commands. The notations are as follows: 
Temporal variables: t, t', ... 
Command Addressees: X, Y, Z, Xi... 
Command Requirements or Mooted Actions: A, B, C, Aj... 
Command Execution preconditions: P, O, R, P}... 
In seventh chapter of The logic of Commands he delves into the 
validity of imperative arguments. He defines a command inference 
as follows: 


..an argument whose conclusion is a command, and whose 
premises include commands and possibly also assertoric 
statements. 1! 


Rescher proceeds to discuss the validity of an imperative argument 
in the following way; 


All felines are mammals 
All lions are felines. 
Therefore, All lions are mammals 
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In relation to the validity of an imperative argument, he holds 
that just as the conclusion of the above inference is implicitly 
asserted or accepted by anyone overtly asserting the premises of 
this inference, so also where an inference involving commands is 
the case, the conclusion follows as above : 


Always say ‘please’ to John when you ask him for the bread! 
Ask John for the bread now. 


Therefore, Say ‘please’ to John now! 


In this argument, it is found that the conclusion follows validly 
from the premises in the sense that the ‘conclusion is tacitly or 
implicitly contained in its premises.’ He states following three 
conditions for the validity of commands: 


i) Anyone who overtly gives the premiss commands may 
legitimately claim (or be claimed) to have implicitly given 
the command conclusion. 

ii) Anyone who overtly receives the premiss commands may 
legitimately claim (or to be claimed) to have implicitly 
received the command conclusion. 

iii) Any course of action on the part of their common recipient 
which terminates the premiss commands cannot fail to 
terminate the command conclusion.!? 


Rescher explains the third condition as “rule of rejection” which 
means that a command inference is invalid if the indicative and/or 
command premises of the imperative syllogism are either true or (in 
the case of command premises) terminated, though the command 
conclusion is unterminated. It is to be noted that Rescher does not 
admit truth and falsity as the values of a command. According to him 
instead of being a command being either true or false, a command 
is either terminated or unterminated. Commands are terminated 
means it is carried out or successfully acted upon. His formulation 
of the validity of a command inference on the basis of the analogous 
nature of it to an indicate inference amounts to the reduction of it 
to indicative inference. On the same ground a sound imperative 
validity is same as sound indicative validity. 
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II 
Imperative Logic developed by Peter B.M. Vranas 
Peter B.M. Vranas attempts to develop a system of logic for 
imperative sentences. He admits the unbridgeable gap between 
declarative and imperative sentences. A declarative sentence deals 
with propositions, whereas an imperative sentence deals with 
prescriptions which include not only čommands but also reguests, 
instructions, suggestions etc. The logic of imperative sentences 
formulated by Vranas is represented in terms of set theory. The 
notion of identifying prescriptions with certain ordered set has been 
adapted from the view of a mathematician who identifies the 
number zero with empty set. He introduces two values, namely 
satisfaction and violation which are analogous to truth and falsity of 
classical two valued logic. For example, ‘Help him” A prescription 
is an ordered pair of its satisfaction proposition and violation propo- 
sition. These two propositions are logically incompatible proposi- 
tions as both cannot be fulfilled at the same time. The prescription 
‘T’ may be defined as an ordered pair of sets S and V (where S stands 
for the satisfaction proposition and V stands forthe violation 
proposition) which may be symbolized in. the following manner: 
1 = <S, V> 

It may be argued that the imperative logic would then be isomor- 
phic to classical logic. But the unigueness and novelty has been 
retained by the distinction between unconditional and conditional 
prescriptions. Vranas claims that though an unconditional prescri- 
ption has two values but a conditional prescription has three values, 
namely, satisfaction, violation and avoidance. 


For example, 

‘If you love him, trust him” or "Trust him, if you love him” 
The above prescription is 

a) satisfied if you love him and trust him 

b) violated if you love him but do not trust him 

c) avoided if you do not love him, no matter you trust him or not. 
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Vranas justifies the reason for admitting the third value of 
avoidance for a conditional prescription. According to him, a 
material conditional in traditional logic, "If he proposes, you will 
marry him” is true, even if the antecedent does not hold, or if he 
does not propose because a false antecedent can entail a true 
proposition. But in the conditional prescription, “If he proposes, 
marry him”, it cannot be considered as either satisfied or violated, 
if the antecedent does not hold or he does not propose. Hence, a 
third criterion is required to tackle this situation. If the antecedent 
does not hold, i.e. he does not propose, then the conditional 
prescription is neither satisfied nor violated, but avoided. 


In case of a prescription the satisfaction, violation and avoidance 
sets constitute a partition of the set of all possible worlds. They 
are mutually exclusive and jointly exhaustive. Thus, given any two, 
the third one is the complement of the union of the remaining two. 
So, a prescription can be specified with reference to any set. 


The context of any prescription is the union of its satisfaction and 
violation sets. The context of an unconditional prescription is the 
union of its satisfaction and violation proposition. An unconditional 
prescription has no condition but its context is the condition. Vranas 
does not admit the avoidance value for unconditional prescription 
because the satisfaction and violation propositions of an uncondi- 
tional prescription are contradictories. So its avoidance proposition 
of an unconditional prescription is impossible. The avoidance of a 
conditional prescription is the negation of the context. This may be 
symbolically represented as follows: 

Prescription I = <S, V> 
Context of I = (S U V) 

Avoidance set of I = ~ (S U V) [considering I be a conditional 

prescription] 

Vranas holds that propositions are identical to sets of possible 
worlds. He then prefers to call satisfaction, violation and avoidance 
sets avoidance proposition instead of satisfaction, violation and 
avoidance proposition. He also uses the terminology of comple- 
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ments, intersections and unions of sets for prescriptions in lieu of 
negation, conjunction and disjunction of classical logic. 
Logical Connectives | 

After defining three values of a prescription Vranas proceeds to 
interpret the logical connectives of prescriptions, namely, negation, 
conjunction, disjunction, conditional and biconditional in terms of 
satisfaction and violation criterion of prescription. 

Negation 

The definition of negation is defined as follows: 

Definition 1. The negation of the prescription with the satisfac- 
tion set S and violation set V is the prescription with the satisfaction 
set V and violation set 915. It may be symbolically represented as 


I = <S, V> 
~I = ~ <S, V> 
= <V, S> 


The pair of ‘S, V” is an ordered pair with first member S and second 
member V in the prescription. The negation of an unconditional 
prescription “Help him” is "Do not help him”. Now the negation of 
this prescription is satisfied if the negated prescription is violated. 
Again, the negation is violated if the negated prescription is 
satisfied. 

Prescription = Help him. 

Negation = Do not help him. 

Satisf.2d = you help him. 

Violated = you do not help him. 

‘This logical connective of negation may be explained with the 
help of a conditional prescription as well. 

“Tf you trust him, help him” or “Help him, if you trust him” 

The negation of the prescription would be “Do not help him, if 
you trust him” or “If you trust him, do not help him”. 


The above prescription is satisfied if the negated prescription 
is violated i.e. “If you trust him, but you do not help him.” It is 
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violated if the negated prescription is satisfied, i.e. “If you trust 
him and help him”. 

The satisfaction and violation criterion of a conditional prescrip- 
tion are identical to that of an unconditional prescription. But it is 
different from an unconditional prescription as the former possesses 
a third value of avoidance. 

The conditional prescription is avoided, if “if you do not trust 
him”. 

However, the law of double negation holds good for both 
unconditional and conditional prescription in this total negation. The 
rule of double negation of a prescription is: the negation of the 
negated prescription of a given prescription is the given prescription 
itself. 

~(~ <S, V>) 
=~ <V, S> 
= <S, V> 


Conjunction 

Conjunction has been defined in the following way: 

Definition 2. The conjunction of two prescriptions (the conjuncts) 
is the prescription in which the context is the union of the contexts 
of the conjuncts and in which the violation is the union of the 
violation sets of the conjuncts.!* 

Let us explain the definition of conjunction in terms of 
unconditional and conditional prescriptions. The conjunction of two 
unconditional prescriptions “Trust me” and “Help me” is “Trust me 
and help me”. Now being an unconditional prescription, it is either 
satisfied or violated. The conjunction is satisfied if both the 
conjuncts are satisfied. It is violated if at least one conjunct is 
violated. In the example, the conjunction, “Trust me and help me” 
is satisfied if you both trust me and help me. The same conjunction 
is violated if you do not trust me and you do not help me. 

Two conditional prescriptions may also be conjoined in the 
following way: 
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Prescription I: “If you love me, trust me”. 
Prescription I: “If you love me, help me”. 
The conjunction of these two conditional prescriptions would be 


“If you love me, trust me and if you love me, help me”. It is also 
equivalent to 


“If you love me, trust and help me”. 


This conjunction, being a conditional prescription would have 
three values, namely, satisfaction, violation and avoidance. The 
prescription is satisfied if both the conjuncts are satisfied. In the 
above example, the conjunction is satisfied, if you love, trust and 
help me. The conjunction is violated, if at least one conjunct is 
violated. The above conditional prescription is violated if you love 
but do not trust me or help me. But according to Vranas, a condi- 
tional prescription is avoided if both conjuncts are avoided. The con- 
junction, stated in the example, is avoided if you do not love me. 


Vranas next proceeds to define violation, avoidance and 
satisfaction conditions of a conjunctive prescription. 
1) Violation condition of two prescriptions: 
The conjunction of two prescriptions is violated, if at least one 


conjuct is violated, so the violation set of the conjunction is the 
union of the violation sets of the conjuncts. 


(V, & ৬) =(V,U Vp) 
2) Avoidance condition of two prescriptions: 


The conjunction of two premises is avoided if both conjuncts are 
avoided so the avoidance set of the conjunction is the intersection 
of the avoidance sets of the conjuncts. 


(AV, & AV, = AV, MANG) 
The context of the conjunction is the union of the contexts of the 
conjunct. 
3) Satisfaction condition of two prescriptions: 
The conjunction of two prescriptions is satisfied exactly if at least 
one conjunct is satisfied and no conjunct is violated. 
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১1 & Sp = (S VU Sp) — (VU V,) 
which is equivalent to if at least one conjunct is not avoided if 
and no conjunct is violated. 
_ The conjunction has been defined in terms of its context and 
violation set, which can be symbolically expressed as 

<S, V> & <S', ৬1১ 

=<(C UC) — (VUV), VU V> 

=<(S US) — (VU V'),VU ৬১ 
(where c a ১১৬ 200 05 91৬ ৬1) 


Disjunction 

Disjunction, has been defined by Vranas as follows: 

Definition 3. The disjunction of two prescriptions (the disjuncts) is 
the prescription whose context is the union of the contexts of the 
disjuncts and whose satisfaction set is the union of the satisfaction 
sets of the disjuncts.!° 

Two unconditional prescriptions may form a disjunction. Two 
disjuncts are “Trust me’ and ‘Hate me’. So the disjunction is “Trust 
me or hate me”. An unconditional disjunctive prescription is 
satisfied if at least one disjunct is satisfied. It is violated if both 
disjuncts are violated. The prescription “Trust me or hate me” is 
satisfied if you either trust me or you hate me. It is violated if you 
neither trust me nor hate me. 

It may be schematically represented as follows: 

<S, V> v <S', V> 
= <S U S', (C u C’) SUS’) 
= <S U S', (V ৬ ৬1) — (S U S')> 
Vranas bases the disjunctive connective on De Morgan’s law. It 
holds two conditions: 

Firstly, the negation of the conjunction of two prescriptions is 
the disjunction of their negation and secondly, the negation of the 
disjunction of two prescriptions is the conjunction of their negation. 
This may be proved in the following way: 
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~ (<S, V>) & (<S’, ৬৯) 
=~ <S US") - (V o Y’, Vu ৬1) 
=<(V U V‘, SU S')- (V u ৬1) 
= <V, S> v <V', S'> 
= -<S, V> v ~ <S', V'> 
Conditionals 
The definition of conditional has been offered by Vranas as follows: 


Definition 4. The conditional whose antecedent is the ptoposition 
P and whose consequent is the prescription with satisfaction set S 
and violation set V is the prescription whose satisfaction set is 
intersection of P with S and whose violation set is the intersection 
of P with V.!6 


Let us take an example in order to define conditionals. According 
to Vranas, a conditional is a combination of a proposition and 
prescription. In the example, ‘If he loves you, help him’, the 
antecedent ‘he loves you’, is a proposition, and “help him” is a 
prescription. Now the conditional is satisfied if the antecedent is 
true and its consequent is satisfied. The violation of the conditional 
depends on the fact that the antecedent is true and its consequent 
is violated. So, the conditional is violated if the antecedent ‘he loves 
you’ is true and its consequent ‘help him’ is violated. A conditional 
is avoided if the antecedent does not hold good or if he does not 
love you. 

It may be symbolically stated as 

P-> <S,V>=<P A S, P A V> 
‘While defining the characteristics of conditionals, Vranas highlights 
three important aspects. Firstly, the context of a conditional is the 
intersection of the antecedent which is a proposition and the context 
of the prescription which is the consequent of the conditional. The 
context of PI is the intersection of P and the context of I. 

Secondly, negation of an imperative conditional is the negation 
of its prescription which is its consequent. For example, the negation 
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of a conditional prescription ‘If he loves you, trust him’, is ‘If he 
loves you, do not trust him’. 

Thirdly, the definition of conditional is not identical to the 
definition of any implicative sentence in standard logic. For 


example, 
P>Ī is not P* vI 
=~P&-~D 


Lastly, the format of a conditional prescription offered by Vranas is 
that the antecedent is always a proposition and the consequent is a 
prescription. 
Biconditionals 
The biconditional has been defined by Vranas as follows: 
Definition 5. The biconditional POI of the proposition P and the 
prescription I is the conjunction of the conditionals of P21 and 
Pe—>~ 117 

The biconditional P<I of the proposition P and the prescription 
I is the conjunction of PI and P°—>~ I. A biconditional prescri- 
ption is the conjunction of two conditional prescriptions each 
having a proposition and a prescription. 

For example, “Trust him if and only if you love him”. 


However, the biconditional “Trust if and only if you love him” 
is the conjunction of the conditionals expressed by “Trust him if he 
loves you”. It is the conjunction of two prescriptions namely, “If 
you love him, trust him’ and ‘if you do not love him, do not trust 
him”. 

Now, regarding the satisfaction, violation and avoidance condi- 
tion, it may be stated that a biconditional is satisfied if P is true 
and I is satisfied or P is false and I is violated. It is violated if 
P is true and I is violated, or P is false and I is satisfied. In the 
example, the biconditional is satisfied if he loves you and you trust 
him or he does not love you, and you do not trust him. The same 
biconditional is violated if he loves you and you do not trust him 
or he does not love you and you trust him. 
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It may be symbolically represented in the following way: 
Pe <S, V> 
= (P><S, V> & (P <V, S> 
=<(PAaAS)U (Fa V (৮07 %) UL PN S)> 
In biconditional, Vranas claims two further points. Firstly, the 
context of P&I is the context of the imperative sentence or 
prescriptions. 
Secondly, the negation of an imperative biconditional “Trust me 
if and only if be loves you” is “Trust him if and only if he does not 
love you”. 


Vranas has also introduced the concept and notations of 
quantification in his logical system, but since it falls beyond the 
scope of present survey the issue may be omitted here. With this 
primary representation of the vocabulary of Imperative logic, we 
may now proceed to the examination of the systems of imperative 
logic discussed above. 


Concluding Remarks 

What is hinted in the above discussion is that some major redu- 
ctionist and non-reductionist attempts have been mentioned to 
understand the three approaches of the possibility of imperative 
logic. Ernst Mally considers imperatives as state of affairs which 
are taken to be true. Now the entire effort of Mally goes in vain as 
he tries to attribute truth values to imperative sentences. It is known 
that only assertions can be either true or false. But imperatives are 
never asserted or supported by verifiable facts. He holds that even 
imperatives are satisfied or not satisfied, an imperative is satisfied 
if it is true. 

Reference to Jorgen Jorgensen’s Dilemma has been made 
because of its utmost importance to set the stage for studying 
Imperative Logic. He is considered to be a reductionist who adopts 
the position that imperatives can be rephrased into indicative 
sentences. But he does not adhere to the view that imperative logic 
is possible. He rejects the possibility of imperative logic on the view 
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that imperatives are not judgements and they can be neither 
premises nor conclusions. 


Any sort of reductionist attempt to study imperative logic cannot 
be favored because of the obvious reason that it can never establish 
a separate status for imperative logic as distinct from classical two- 
valued one. But the very possibility of imperative inference available 
necessarily in our daily life requires a distinct status of imperative 
logic. Among the non-reductionist systems of such a logic, the major 
distinct systems have been offered by Hare and Nicholas Rescher. 


It has been found in Vranas’ model of prescription that he has 
admitted the obvious distinction between unconditional and condi- 
tional prescriptions on the basis of ‘condition’ that a conditional 
prescription possesses, but an unconditional does not. Furthermore, 
in introducing the logical connectives of prescriptions, analogous 
to propositions in classical logic, he attributes two values to an 
unconditional prescription but three values to a conditional one. An 
unconditional prescription is either satisfied or violated. But three 
values namely, satisfaction, violation and avoidance are assigned to 
a conditional prescription. 

His motivation behind the postulation of the third value for a 
conditional prescription is that in his first paper “New Foundations 
for Imperative Logic I: Logical connectives, Consistency, and 
Quantifiers’’!®, he introduces two values for an unconditional 
prescription. He admits that if a prescription has only two values, 
then his entire effort of developing a separate system for imperative 
sentences goes in vain because in that case imperative logic would 
be isomorphic to classical logic. It would be a useless system after 
all. For this reason, he introduces another value of avoidance for 
a conditional prescription to retain the uniqueness and usefulness 
of his system and he claims that in this sense imperative logic 
would no more be isomorphic to classical logic. 

In this context, it may be noted that it is by virtue of the 
introduction of the third value of avoidance that his theory escapes 
from reductionism in developing imperative logic. Still this attempt 
of Vranas cannot properly do justice to non-reductionism. 
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Here is however a suggestion that may help to meet the charge 
of isomorphism. It has been suggested that to have a comprehensive 
system of imperative logic including both unconditional and 
conditional prescriptions in its domain it is reguired to consider 
both unconditional and conditional prescriptions having the same 
value-status, i.e. having three values, namely, satisfaction, violation 
and avoidance. So’ my proposal that even an unconditional 
prescription can have three values, which may be illustrated with 
the help of following examples. The logical connectives may be 
interpreted in the following way: 

Unconditional prescription: 
Trust him. 

You trust him. (satisfied) 

You do not trust him. (violated) 
You remain indifferent. (avoided) 
Negation 

Unconditional prescription: 
Trust him. 

Negation: Do not trust him. 
You do not trust him. (satisfied) 
You trust him. (violated) 

You remain indifferent (avoided) 


Conjunction 

Unconditional prescription: 

Trust him and help him. 

You trust him and help him. (satisfied) 

You do not trust him or'you do not help him or both. (violated) 
You remain indifferent (avoided) 

„Disjunction 

Unconditional prescription: 

Write to him or talk to him. 

Either you write to him or talk to him. (satisfied) 
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Neither you write to him nor do you talk to him. (violated) 
You remain indifferent. (avoided) 
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Concept of Sarvamukti in Radhakrishnan’s 
Philosophy: A Critigue 
Sabita Samanta 


This paper attempts to bring out the concept of Sarvamukti 
(Liberation for all) which has been developed by Sarvapalli Radha- 
krishnan, the great Indian philosopher-statesman. Radhakrishnan 
has focused oil the concept of Sarvamukti while he has interpreted 
the doctrine of karma and rebirth in terms of the evolutionary 
progress of this phenomenal world and the consequent evolution of 
the self. He was considered as a believer of Vedanta, specially the 
Sankara Vedanta and he defends Vaidantic position in answering 
the attacks of the Christian missionaries. Radhakrishnan’s view of 
liberation (mukti) invites the discussions of ethical life of human 
beings. In spite of being a true believer of Advaita Vedanta, his 
first and foremost intention was to establish that there is a close 
link between karma and rebirth and ethical life is not neglected 
in Advaita Vedanta philosophy. He always tries to remain faithful 
to our tradition and believed the ultimate spiritual nature of human 
beings. He believes that every individual is a peculiar combination 
of ‘egoism and self-transcendence’. His Hindu parents were very 
much conventional in their religious outlook and Radhakrishnan 
inherits the art of living from his parents. His family environment 
influences him to develop his philosophical view, which is a kind of: 
‘synthesis of Advaita Vedanta and the philosophy of absolute 
idealism’. But considering the present day situation he was realistic 
enough. 


Section-I 
Radhakrishnan does not like to belong to any existing philosophical 
school. At the same time he does not profess any separate system 
of philosophy. His “Indian Philosophy, Vol. I & II’ is a compre- 
hensive survey of Indian thoughts form the Rig Veda to the 
philosophy of Ramanuja. Through the course of our discussion it 
will be prominent that his philosophical thoughts were based on 
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his own life-experiences and it was the reflections of his own 
thoughts. Professor J.N. Mohanty comments that “Radhakrishnan’s 
interpretation of Indian thought was characterized by several 
underlying beliefs. ...He believed in the development of Philosophy, 
in India, following a logical sequence, never at rest, but always 
on the move. So, even in the 20th century, after thousand of years 
of movement, it is not still complete, there is room for further 
development. The beauty of Philosophy is in the process”. On the 
one hand Radhakrishnan opposes the conservatives, who “look 
upon the darsanas as providing complete systems. each by itself 
and in totality as well, to which nothing call be added and from 
which nothing can be taken out”. 


On the other hand, he also opposes the liberalism, since it also 
considers the ancient modes of thinking as errors, so be replaced by 
ideas from the West. Both these two extremist views were criticized 
by him and it was possible for him since he has an extensive 
acquaintance with the both traditions. In his words, “those who 
condemn Indian culture as useless are ignorant of it, while those 
who commend it as perfect are ignorant of any other”. He always 
hopes that the radicals as well as the conservatives with their 
opposite views must come closer and try to understand each other 
sympathetically. Our Shastras advocate that ‘sanatana vaidika 
dharma’ (universal truth), which is beyond all discriminations, all 
differences and it teaches us to visualize only oneness of humanity. 
In this respect it is not out of place to mention that two important 
Indian religious figures, viz., Sri Sri Thakur Ramakrishna and his 
great disciple Swami Vivekananda have deeply influenced Radha- 
krishnan to develop his universalistic approach to Philosophy. Just 
like the dictum propounded by Thakur Ramakrishna, “yata mat tata 
path”, Radhakrishnan also admits ‘various ways (paths) to the same 
destiny’. 

Background for introducing the concept of Sarvumukti: 


Being a stronger believer of Advaita Vedanta of Sakaraacarya, 
Radhakrishnan believed that all humans come from a same root 
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and all have the same spiritual nature. Another important thing 
admitted by Radhakrishnan is that, liberation is open to all varnas 
(classes) of the societies, to all ā$ramas or stages of life. It means 
social position, i.e., class, caste or pedigree etc: has nothing to 
do with liberation. But it is only man’s, own inner eagerness 
(mumuksatva), his devotion to God and his dedication for spiritual 
enlightenment make him eligible for it. 


According to Radhakrishnan every human is ‘finite embodied 
being as well as infinite being having a spiritual nature’ and life is 
a continuous march towards the realization of that spirituality. 
According to him, “The destiny of the human soul is to realize its 
oneness with the Supreme”. And as soon as one realizes this unity 
“he feels the presence of one spirit in all minds, lives and bodies..”. 
He thinks that salvation can be achieved even in the embodied state. 
He was so much impressed by the ancient Indian concept of 
Jivanmukta, though he describes the idea in his own peculiar 
manner. According to ancient Indian thinkers the ‘liberated 
individual’ is the Jivanmukta, who is completely free from any type 
of passion or attachment for worldly objects and consequently free 
from all types of pain and sufferings. Afterwards the Jivanmukta 
becomes ‘Videhamukta’ as early as he becomes free from the fetters 
of the body. After the attainment of ‘Videhamukta’, he becomes 
fully free from the cycle of birth and death. But according to 
Radhakrishnan when an individual attains liberation, his/her task is 
not completed; rather his responsibility increased since he has then 
played a role for other’s liberation. It means, ‘for liberated soul is 
not necessary to be fully free from rebirth’. Individual liberation 
is not the ultimate end of human life. It reminds us the concept of 
Lokasangraha which we find in the Srimad Bhagavadgita. 

So far as egoism is considered as an important characteristic of 
human nature Radhakrishnan holds that the process of “samsara” 
(the phenomenal world) is neither meaningless nor futile. In his own 
words “It is obvious that rebirth is not an eternal recurrence leading 
nowhere but is a movement with a meaning.... Itis a genuine growth 
into personality and character from the humblest beginnings in the 
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subhuman world”. This world is the proper place of self 
development. So, renunciation, according to Radhakrishnan, is “the 
renunciation of personal egoistic desires”. Radhakrishnan was less 
interested to metaphysical inquiries in his philosophy but his 
personal experiences of life insist him to discuss metaphysical 
issues. During his studies in Madras Christian College he faced 
several criticisms against Advaita Vedanta, especially the Advaitin’s 
understanding of the world as unreal. Responding to this criticism 
he wrote “The Ethics of Advaita Vedanta’. He latter recalled: “The 
challenge of Christian critics impelled me to make a study of Hindu- 
ism and find out what is living and what is dead in it.... I prepared a 
thesis on the Ethics of the Vedanta, which was intended to be a reply 
to the charge that the Vedanta system had no room for ethics”. 


Section-III 
The Concept of Sarvamukti 


The concept of Sarvamukti (liberation for all) in Radhakrishnan's 
philosophy is a thought-provoking idea. Radhakrishnan admits the 
non-duality of the Reality; the world as Reality and the divine 
nature of man. From Radhakrishnan’s own peculiar metaphysical 
convictions of the ‘reality’, ‘world’, and ‘man’ it naturally follows 
that “the ultimate human destiny can be nothing else but the 
realization of oneness”. He admits reality as ultimately one and 
human existence is possible only in creation and they are finite- 
infinite being. So, he comes to this conclusion in a consistent 
manner. Another important point to be noted here is that Radha- 
krishnan gave emphasis on the intuitive knowledge for realizing the 
idea of Sarvamukti. Of course during 1920’s and 1930’s there was 
a prevalent controversy among philosophers between intellect and 
intuition in the philosophy of Religion. Some of them admit the 
superiority of the knowledge comes from reason or rationality; 
while some others give emphasis on intuitive knowledge. However, 
Radhakrishnan admits three ways of knowing: sense experience, 
discursive reasoning or logical knowledge and intuition as the third 
form of knowledge. First two are the base of all knowledge but these 
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are not sufficient for absolute or ultimate knowledge. I will not go 
through the detail of all these but I would like to mention that 
Radhakrishnan admits superiority of intuitive knowledge, which is 
not coming through any medium. To him knowledge comes through 
intuition. This Intuitive knowledge differs from all, conceptual 
knowledge; since it is immediate knowledge, which results from all 
intimate contact of mind with reality. ‘I know it, for I feel it’ this 
is the basic notion of such knowledge. Intuitive knowledge is purely 
subjective in nature; and the validity of such knowledge cannot 
be proved by reason. Radhakrishnan himself argues that, ‘it is 
improper to logically prove someone’s intuitive knowledge’, 
especially in the Advaitic immediate understanding of Brahman”. 


We know that in all Classical Indian Philosophical systems, 
which exclude Carvaka philosophy, Moksa or Mukti is accepted as 
the ultimate end (Parama Purusārtha) of human life and in all 
systems it is described more or less in a similar fashion. it is 
described as ‘a state free from all sufferings, absolute cessation of 
all sufferings’. Moksa is a state in which individual is able to realize 
his true nature. It is a state of Atmopalabdhi. In “Indian Philosophy 
Vol.-IT” Radhakrishnan mentions the view of Sankara Vedanta 
regarding Moksa and it is said that “Moksa is a matter of direct 
realization of something which is existent from eternity, though it 
is hidden from our view”. Radhakrishnan is convinced about the 
fact that Moksa is not the dissolution of the world but it is only a 
disappearance of a false outlook; this means the realization of truth 
does not imply the abolition of plurality. He argued that “if the 
significance of Moksa is the destruction of the plurality of the world, 
then the world have been destroyed when the first man attained 
liberation”. In his book “Indian Philosophy” Vol.-I, he describes 
mukti as “a disintegration of individuality, a giving up of selfish 
isolation, but it is not mere nothing or death”. Using Upanishadic 
example he says that, when the river is lost in the great sea, the 
river only appears to be lost in the sea but they do not become 
identical with each other. So, even in the state of mukti the very 
individuality of the individual is retained. 
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According to him, it is not only that man can achieve liberation 
but at the same time it is egually true that "all men have to be 
saved ultimately even though it might mean countless births and 
deaths”. So mukti or liberation means ‘corporate liberation’, the 
liberation of all human beings. Mukti or liberation is essentially 
social in nature; it embraces the whole of mankind without 
exception. The destiny of the liberated souls and that of not-yet 
liberated souls is the same and that is why “liberated soul can not 
remain isolated from the world and indifferent to the spiritual plight 
of the redeemed souls. The cosmic process does not end till the 
last man is saved”. The liberated souls return to the samsāra with 
the knowledge they have gained, to work for the non-liberated souls. 
But they have no personal feelings or attachments and no personal 
motives and that is why his action will neither add nor detract from 
their realization. 

According to Radhakrishnan the goal of our existence is not mere 
personal liberation but to work for Sarvamukti, that is liberation for 
all. It means in Radhakrishnan’s philosophy, liberated soul though 
released from samsara is allowed for activity. But then the question 
arises ‘Is the state of moksa consistent with work for the world?’ 
From Advaitic point of view the answer will be negative, since 
activity presupposes a sense of duality. But it is not consistent with 
the teaching of Sankara Vedanta, since in Sankara Vedanta the non- 
duality of reality is accepted. 


Here one may argue that ‘the liberated souls, even while alive, are 
lifted above the sense of egoistic outlook and so above the influence 
of the law of karma’. That is why for the Jivanmuktas activities are 
allowed, since their activities are only 47715127712. karma’, i.e. they 
have no personal motive behind it. Sages like Apantaratamas, though 
possessed the highest wisdom, returned to bodily existence for the 
fulfillment of a mission of doing good of the world; and when their 
mission is completed, their individual existence terminates and there 
is no possibility of their return. 

Radhakrishnan considers Sarvamukti as the ultimate goal of 
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human life. Now if we admit it as true then all absurd situation 
will appear, i.e., we have to say that the time will come when not 
a single individual will be left in the universe to be liberated and 
then automatically the cycle of Srsti, Sthiti and Laya will come to 
all end. Now if this really occurs, then we should admit the creation 
of new jiva-s with the process of new creation. And if one does 
not admit it what will happen then? The main problem is that if 
we consider Sarvamukti as a legitimate concept then the endless 
cycle of creation (anādi sristiprakriyā) will come to all end. But 
logically endless cycle cannot end. The teaching of Advaita Vedanta 
is that, Brahman is one and only one and after having the true 
knowledge of Brahman, jiva becomes identical with Brahman and 
then the world disappears. 


One may argue in favor of Radhakrishnan that in our scriptures 
sristiprakriya is described as anādi, which means it has no 
beginning (ādi).We can not know from when this world starts to 
exit. But creation is not ananta, endless. According to the teaching 
of Advaita Vedanta philosophy, creation is not real. Only ‘Brahman 
is real; the world is an illusory appearance; the individual soul 
(jiva) is Brahman alone; not other’, “Brahma satya, jaganmithya, 
Jiva brahmaiva nāparah”. Brahmajfiana alone can remove the veil 
of ignorance and when this Brahmajnana dawns for a particular 
jiva then and then only his ignorance ends. And when all jiva-s 
attain this knowledge then from their point of view there will be no 
creation at all. Since creation is purely based on karma of each 
individus and karma i.e., sakāma karma is the root cause of 
bandkana (bondage), i.e., of all types of suffering. According to 
Hin'ju teaching, action themselves bind human beings to this 
ezapirical, phenomenal world and consequently to the endless cycle 
of birth, death and rebirth. All these sakāma karmas are essentially 
due to avidyā or ajtāna and so far as this root cause of all types 
of sufferings has ended, the question of new creation does not arise. 
It is also mentioned in Hindu texts that when one is enjoined to 
act without the desire of fruits (that is, performs niskama karma), 
then one attains liberation. 
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Though Radhakrishnan was a follower of Advaitic approach, lie 
deviates on some points. He admits Oneness of reality but on the 
other hand he also ‘argues for the duality because he also admits the 
appearance world as real. According to Upanisadic view ‘Reality 
or Truth’ is one, and there was “no many” anywhere, and Sarikara 
explained it by adding that “many” was nothing but “merely an 
illusion, and hence did not exit in reality and was bound to disappear 
when the truth was known”. To him the world appearance is ‘Maya’. 
M. Hiriyana describes that for Sankaracharya, “Brahman is the sole 
reality, and it appears both as the subjective universe and as the 
individual subject. The former is an illusory manifestation of 
Brahman, while the latter is Brahman itself appearing under the 
limitations which form part of that illusory universe”. 

But Radhakrishnan criticizes Sakaracharya for viewing the 
world as Māya and he contends that there are problems for 
considering the appearance world as Maya. He tries to formulate 
Sarikara's doctrine of Maya in such a way that, he could give the 
world a real meaning. This is because he strongly believed that 
“life on earth is meaningful and therefore he wanted to preserve the 
reality of the appearing world along with that of Brahman”. 

Critics comment on Radhakrishnan’s view of sarvamukti by 
saying that, ordinarily an individual will not reborn after attaining 
knowledge of Brahman unless there is a divine mission. Such 
individuals take one or more births till they fulfill their mission. 
That mission is to promulgate the Vedas or for Lokašiksā. Some 
others said that it is a misconception of Radhakrishnan that 
liberation is not immediate. The Advaita teaching cannot approve 
such view. 

Again, if sarvamukti is accepted as a legitimate one, then one 
may argue that, in that situation ultimate liberation of an individual 
will be possible only after the liberation of all other individuals. 
Now, question arises, “what would be the exact state of those 
individuals who have realized Brahman and died physically? For 
Radhakrishnan those souls did not attain ultimate liberation, rather 
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they reborn. It invites another question ‘is there a possibility that 
those individuals to have the same realized state in the new birth’? 
If one says that they are ignorant in the next cosmic order, then this 
would imply that the Infinite, i.e., the Brahman, has the power to 
become an imperfect being. But a true Advaitic thinker can not 
admit such view because that individual is none other than Brahman 
itself. Furthermore, there is a contradiction to say that a jīva, though 
being released from ignorance, has not attained identity with the 
Brahman. | 


Moksa is the most important subject-matter of most of the Indian 
Philosophical systems. Indian Philosophers are differing in opinion 
regarding the nature of Moksa but they all admit it as the ultimate 
end of human life. And Moksa is described in all the system of 
Indian Philosophy as the ultimate secession (Gtyantik nivritti) of 
human sufferings. But sarvamukti is not accepted by all of them. 
It is true that the sufferings of jivas can not be endless (ananta, 
abinashi), since then the Shastras in which Moksa has been 
discussed, be regarded as useless, obsolete. 

But whether sarvamukti be accepted as legitimate? It is obvious 
that in the state of Sarvamukti each and every jiva attains liberation 
and it logically follow by the fact that in this state the appearance 
world will no longer exist. But till now we are in the world, so till 
now sarvamukti does not take place. Then how in future all jivas 
will attain liberation, i.e., how sarvamukti be possible—remained 
unexplained. In fact, Radhakrishnan does not give any specific 
answer to this query. - 

Sarvamukti-liberation for all—what does it mean exactly? Does 
it mean the liberation of all jivas at one time? Or it means the 
liberation of all jivas at different times according to their different 
adrstas, since adrsta is responsible for birth and death and of 
sufferings. First alternative, I think, is not logical to admit, because 
different jīvas have their separate birth, separate karma etc. So how 
at one particular time all will be free from bondage is not clear to us. 


Again if we admit the second one, then also we face the same 
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problem. Each jīva will attain mukti separately according to their 
adrsta, and then liberation for all will become uncertain. At the 
same time liberation of individual also become, uncertain, since 
according to Radhakrishnan vyaktimukti means sarvamukti. Accor- 
ding to Radhakrishnan “at the point of sarvamukti there will be 
nothing less than the real, no becoming but only the real in itself, 
the Absolute being”. He admits that samsara is not the object of 
negative experience; though it is different from the Absolute, less 
than the real. When each and everybody attains liberation only then 
this samsara is removed. 


At the end of my article one thing I would like to mention that, 
while explaining the concept of sarvamukti, Radhakrishnan relied 
on Šarikara's commentary on Brahmasūtra 3.3.32, where Sankara 
gives examples of Apantaratamas, Bhrgu, Narada etc. who worked 
for “saving of the world”. But in Advaita teaching liberation is 
understood “as immediate identity with Brahman”. While commen- 
ting on Brahmasiitra 3.3.32, Sankara did not say that “those 
individuals who had attained the knowledge of Brahman will have 
identity with Saguna Brahman and work for the salvation for 
others”. Rather what Sarikara wants to say is that those liberated 
individuals take birth in this world for a higher purpose, which may 
be for the propagation of Vedas for mankind or for lokašiksā. But 
Radhakrishnan in order to develop his idea of Sarvamukti, has used 
this commentary in a wrong way and reinterpreted it for developing 
his view that liberated souls will attain Īsvarahood (Īsvaratva) and 
will work for Sarvamukti, that is for the salvation of others. Due 
to this obligation he admits the view that individuals though being 
liberated from ignorance (ajhāna or avidyā) do not attain “identity 
with Brahman”. According to Advaita Vedanta because of the veil 
of ignorance individual fails to realize his true nature as the 
Brahman itself. But at the time it is also compatible with the 
Advaitic teaching that “deliverance from ignorance will lead an 
individual to realize the Supreme within. But Radhakrishnan takes 
a step forward and argued that “ultimate liberation means the 
liberation of all”. The ideal Sarvamukti is no doubt high, but we 


63 


must raise question of its practicality. From what has been discussed 
hitherto, it can be said that sarvamukti as advocated by Radha- 
krishnan, is a noble ideal, but it is not practicable. A practical 
idealist philosopher like Radhakrishnan is more all idealist than 
practical. 

Radhakrishnan deviated from Advaita view since on some 
occasions he makes distinction between appearance and reality on 
the one hand and on the other hand affirms that reality is only one. 
But logically it follows that if one accepts the distinction then there 
is no point of arguing for oneness. 


It can be said in favor of Radhakrishnan that, he defends oneness 
of the reality due to his Advaitic inclination but he also argues for 
duality since he viewed the appearance world as real for practical 
consideration. 

Again, may it argued in to support Radhakrishnan in the 
following way: First, being a religious Hindu he intends to touch 
Hindu Heart for positive ethical action in the secular world and 
secondly, he has intended to respond to the western criticisms that 
Indian religions are world-negating and life-denying. In this perspe- 
ctive we can say that Radhakrishnan has definitely succeeded. 

Another important point to be noted here that Radhakrishnan 
like Swami Vivekananda admits that man is the inheritor of the 
spark of divine. He believed that great text, “tat tvam asi” (that thou 
art) teaches us man has the supreme soul within him. So, being a 
true admirer of Advaitic teaching world-negation for him implied 
meaninglessness of human life and denying the significance of man 
having divine nature. Probably for this reason he reinterpreted 
Sankara Vedanta according to his own necessity. For this reason 
sometimes he was recognized as ‘a neo-Advaitin” rather than an 
Advaitin. 
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On the Possibility of an Ens realissimum: Leibniz 
and Kant 


Subirranjan Bhattacharya 


Descartes has stated the proof for the existence of God by saying 
that God necessarily exists because He is an ‘all-perfect being’—an 
Ens realissimum. Leibniz has found a gap in this argument and has 
thought it fit to add a further step to it in order that its conclusion 
may follow. Kant who has made a number of points in his criticism 
of the ontological argument, has made some special observations 
on the extra step added by Leibniz to the Cartesian version of this 


argument. 

In this paper, I confine my discussion within a very limited 
sphere. I begin with Descartes’ argument. Then I make an attempt 
to show how Leibniz extends it. Finally, I consider Kant’s comments 
on the Leibnizian addendum to the ontological argument. Conside- 
ration of the other points made by Kant against this argument does 
not fall within the purview of this paper!. 

According to Descartes, when we conceive the idea of God as a 
‘supremely perfect being’, it means that we possess a clear idea of 
such a being, within ourselves. Descartes found that the idea of 
existence was inseparable from the idea of God, that his conception 
of God was the conception of a being whose existence was 
inseparable, even in thought, from God’s very nature or essence”. 
_ Just as it follows from the very nature of a triangle that the sum of 
its angles equals to two right angles, so it follows from the nature 
of God that He exists. It is as much a contradiction to say that God 
does not exist as it is to claim that the sum of three angles of a triangle 
is not equal to two right angles. One cannot conceive God apart from 
His existence. So God necessarily, and therefore really exists. 

Leibniz holds that Descartes’ argument, for the existence of God 
is incomplete; there is a gap in Descartes’ argument which is to be 
filled.* An additional step is needed to show that the most, real entity 
is a possible existent. According to Leibniz, Descartes’ argument 
would be correct if it is said that God necessarily exists, if only 
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He is first of all posited as possible. Till this is done, the argument 
for His existence does not amount to more than a presumption. So 
Descartes, argument is defective. It needs clarification. 


In Cartesian formulation the argument is as follows: 


God has all perfections. 
Necessary existence is a perfection. 
Therefore, God exists. 


“Perfection” means a positive attribute in the highest degree of 
its excellence. The All perfect being is God by definition. God is 
definable as the necessary being or as the being who necessarily 
exists. Leibniz admits that existence is a perfection and he takes it 
as a predicate. But he points out that Descartes has at most 
succeeded in showing that if the all perfect being is possible, then 
He (necessarily, and so actually) exists. It does not follow merely 
from this, however, that God actually exists. In order that this 
conclusion may follow, an extra premise is required, namely, that 
the all-perfect being is possible, that is, that the object signified 
by the idea of ‘all-perfect being’ is a possible existent. 

Thus Descartes has shown that if God is a possible existent, 
then He is necessarily existent. To this Leibniz adds ‘And God is 
a possible existent’. 

Leibniz holds that if God is to be possible, then the notion of 
God must be free from contradiction. God is possible because there 
is no contradiction in the idea of God. There can be no contradiction 
or incompatibility between any two purely positive characteristics. 
A is contradicted by not-A. But two positive characteristics are 
logically consistent and compatible with each other. .Leibniz argued 
that since all perfections are positive characteristics, there can be 
no incompatibility among them, and so the notion of God is free 
from contradiction®. 

For Leibniz, then, God is possible and so, as per Descartes’ 
ontological argument, is actually existent. Leibniz remarks that the 
argument of Descartes 

„IS not a paralogism, but it is an imperfect demonstration, which. 
assumes something that must shall be proved in order to render it 
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mathematically evident; that is, it is tacitly assumed that this idea 
of the all-great or all-perfect being is possible, and implies no 
contradiction. And it is already something that by this remark it is 
proved that, assuming that God is possible, He exists, which is the 
privilege of divinity alone.” 

Kant holds that Leibniz's argumennt is necessary to make 
Descartes’ point clear. But he maintains that Leibniz’s argument 
is not free from defects. 


Kant points out that we have no means of knowing whether the 
notion of a being, possessing all positive qualities to the highest 
degree, is the notion of a possible existent object.* He admits that 
Leibniz is correct in saying that the idea of the possessor of all 
positive qualities involves no formal contradiction. Formal contradi- 
ction is possible between a positive and negative attribute, that is, 
between A and not-A. But this does not necessarily mean that any 
two positive predicates are compatible with each other. Kant’s 
objection is grounded upon this point. He points out that two equally 
powerful objects, though they are possible, can cancel each other’s 
force, e.g., two moving forces in the same straight line in opposite 
directions may wholly or partially destroy the consequence of one 
another.? There is no logical contradiction here, but incompatibility 
is still there. As we know that two positive chara-cteristics cannot 
logically contradict each other, so also we know that some positive 
qualities are incompatible, e.g., being red all over and green all over 
at the same time. It is not even certain that all supremely determin- 
able characteristics are compatible with each other, e.g., extension 
and consciousness. ! 


Secondly, Kant!! holds that a concept does not necessarily have 
a corresponding external object. If the notion of God is free from 
contradiction, only the thought or concept of God is possible. If the 
doncept is possible, it does not necessarily follow that the object 
corresponding to it is a possible object. The concept of a supremely 
perfect being, being a mere Idea, is incapable of extending our 
knowledge in regard to what exists. The possibility of any existence 
cannot be allowed by critical reason beyond that which is known 
in and through experience. Any object to be known as existent must 
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be intuited in space and time. The idea of a two-sided figure is 
free from logical contradiction. A two-sided figure is, nevertheless, 
not a really possible object. When one thinks of a being as a 
supreme reality, the guestion still remains whether it exists or not. 
"In dealing with objects of pure thought,” in Kant's language, "We 
have no means whatsoever of knowing their existence, since it 


would have to be known in a completely a priori manner’. 
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ae অনির্বাণ__ আধুনিক বেদভাব্যকার 
সুনীল কুমার রায় | 


এক 
faq ধাতুর উত্তর অপ-প্রত্যয় নিষ্পন্ন ‘বেদ’ শব্দের অর্থ জ্ঞান, পরমজ্ঞান। কী রকম 
এই জ্ঞান? MATT বলেন, 
প্রত্যক্ষেণানুমিত্যা বা যস্তুপায়ো ন বিদ্যতে। 
এনং বিদস্তি বেদেন তম্মাদ্‌ বেদস্য বেদতা।”১ 

প্রত্যক্ষ বা অনুমানের দ্বারা যা জানার নেই বেদের ছারা তা জানা যায়--এই হলো 
বেদের বিশেষত্ব, বেদের বেদত্ব। লিপিবদ্ধ হবার আগে এই জ্ঞান গুরু-শিষ্য পরম্পরায় 
শ্রবণবিধৃত ও স্মৃতিসঞ্চিত। তাই এর অপর নাম “শ্রুতি”। ব্রহ্মাসূত্রকার মহর্ষি বাদরায়ণ 
সংজ্ঞায় অভিহিত করেছেন। 

শ্রুতির সঙ্গে স্মৃতি ও পুরাণের সম্বন্ধ আছে। শ্রুতি ও স্মৃতি উভয়েই প্রমাণ হলেও 
উভয়ের জ্ঞানতাত্তিক মর্য্যাদা এক নয়। শ্রীঅরবিন্দের কথায়, “শ্রুতি ও প্রত্যক্ষ প্রমাণের 
সঙ্গে যদি স্মৃতির বিরোধ হয়, তাহা হইলে স্মৃতির প্রমাণ গ্রহণীয় নহে। যাহা যোগসিদ্ধ 
দিব্যচন্ুপ্রাপ্ত ধষিগণ দর্শন করিয়াছেন, অস্তর্যামী জগদ্গুরু তাহার বিশুদ্ধ বুদ্ধিকে শ্রবণ 
করাইয়াছেন, তাহাই AHS | প্রাচীন জ্ঞান ও বিদ্যা যাহা পুরুষ পরমপরায় রক্ষিত হইয়া 
আসিয়াছে, তাহাই স্মৃতি। শেষোক্ত জ্ঞান অনেকের মুখে অনেকের মনে পরিবর্তিত, 
বিকৃতও হইয়া আসিতে পারে, অবস্থাস্তরে নূতন নৃতন মত ও প্রয়োজনের অনুকূল 
নুতন আকার ধারণ করিয়া আসিতে পারে। অতএব স্মৃতি শ্রুতির ন্যায় ভ্রান্ত বলা 
যায় না। স্মৃতি অপৌরুষেয় নহে, মনুষ্যের সীমাবদ্ধ পরিবর্তনশীল মত ও বুদ্ধির সৃষ্টি।” 
আর পুরাণ বলতে যা বোঝায় তা স্মৃতির মধ্যে প্রধান। তাতে বেদের, বিশেষ করে, 
উপনিষদের আধ্যাত্মিক তত্ত্ব উপন্যাস ও রূপকের আকারে পরিবেশিত হয়েছে। 

বেদের সুপ্রাচীন বিভাগ দুটি- মন্ত্র ও apart | মন্ত্রই মূল, ব্রাহ্মণ তার উপব্যাখ্যান। 
মন্ত্রে তত্ব ও সাধনায় যে ব্যঞ্জনা আছে তাকেই পরিস্ফুট করা হয়েছে ব্রাহ্মুণে। ব্রাহ্মণের 
অস্তিম অংশ আরণ্যক, আরণ্যকের অন্তিম অংশ উপনিষদ। মন্ত্র ও উপনিষদের মধ্যে 
পৌর্বাপর্য আছে ঠিকই, তবে সেই পৌর্বাপর্য কালিক নয়, প্রকাশভঙ্গীর। মন্ত্রে যে 
সাহিত্যের সূত্রপাত, উপনিষদে তার AMS | কথিত আছে, এই বেদকে পরাশর নন্দন 
দ্ৈপায়ন চার্ভাগে বিভক্ত করেন--খক্‌, সাম, যজুঃ ও অথর্ব তখন মন্ত্রাংশের নাম 
হয় সংহিতা | খক্‌, সাম, যজুঃ ও অথর্ব পরস্পর পৃথক নয়! একই মন্ত্র পাদ ও ছন্দৌবদ্ধ 
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অবস্থায় খক্‌, গীতাবস্থায় সাম, বাকি সব মন্ত্র যজুঃ। অথর্ববেদ ধম্বেদের পরিপূরক। 
খণ্বেদের মন্ত্রগুলির ন্যায় অথর্ববেদের অধিকাংশ মন্ত্র পাদ ও ছন্দোবদ্ধ। 

‘বেদ’ শব্দের ব্যুৎপত্তি, তার ব্যুৎপত্তিগত অর্থ, শ্রুতি-স্মৃতি-পুরাণের পারস্পরিক 
সম্বন্ধ, বেদের বিভাগ প্রভৃতি প্রসঙ্গ নিয়ে প্রাগুক্ত কথাগুলি অতর্কিত। বেদ-বিষয়ক 
আলোচনায় উত্থাপিত কিছু বিতর্কিত প্রসঙ্গও আছে। বিতর্কিত প্রসঙ্গগুলির মধ্যে রয়েছে 
বেদের অপৌরুষেয়ত্ব, কাল প্রভৃতি প্রসঙ্গ। এরকম আর একটি প্রসঙ্গ বেদের ভাষ্য- 
প্রসঙ্গ। AHO রচনার প্রয়াস একটি নয়, TEL এই প্রয়াসে প্রাচ্য ও প্রাশ্চাত্য উভয় 
পণ্ডিতেরাই অংশ নিয়েছেন। ভারতীয় বেদভাষ্যের বিভিন্ন ধারা । বিভিন্ন ধারার প্রকরণ- 
পদ্ধতি (methodology)-6 বিভিন্ন। শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ কোন্‌ ধারায় ছিলেন? তার জন্য 
কোন প্রকরণ-পদ্ধতি নির্ভর হয়েছিলেন তিনি? তার অভিনবত্বই বা কোথায়? বর্তমান 
প্রবন্ধটিতে এই সকল প্রশ্নের আলোচনায় সীমাবদ্ধ থেকে আধুনিক বেদভাষ্যকার রূপে 
শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণের পরিচয় প্রদান করা হবে। 


দুই 

বেদ যে-যুগে রচিত হয় সেই বৈদিক যুগ থেকেই বেদমন্ত্র ব্যাখ্যার কাজ শুরু হয়। 
এ-কাজ নিয়েই যাস্কের নিরুক্ত tg অবশ্য যাস্ক তাঁর ভাষ্যে কয়েকজন পূর্বসুরী : 
ভাষ্যকারের নামও উল্লেখ করেছেন। এঁদের মধ্যে আছেন CAA, শাকটায়ন শাকপুণি 
প্রমুখ। WIA পর যে সকল ভারতীয় বেদভাষা রচনায় আত্মনিয়োগ করেন তাদের 
মধ্যে আছেন স্কন্দস্বামী, নারায়ণ, উদ্গীথ, হস্তামলক, বেস্কটমাধব, লক্ষণ, আনন্দতীর্থ, 
আত্মানন্দ, সায়ণীচার্য, রাবণ, চতুর্বেদস্বামী, দেবস্বামী প্রমুখ | এঁদের সময়সীমা মধ্যযুগের 
সমাপ্তি অবধি। এঁদের ভাষ্যসমূহের মধ্যে সায়ণকৃত ভাষ্যই সমধিক প্রসিদ্ধি লাভ করে। 
সায়ণ অধিকাংশ স্থলে যাস্ককে প্রমাণ মেনে খুব স্বল্প স্থলেই স্বীয় ভাষ্য উপস্থাপন 
করেছেন। প্রাচ্য-পাশ্চাত্য নির্বিশেষে বছ পণ্ডিত সায়ণভাষ্যকে বেদব্যাখ্যার প্রধান 
সহায়ক বলে মনে করে থাকেন। 

সায়ণভাষ্যের ধ্বজা ধরেই আধুনিক কালে পাশ্চাত্য পণ্ডিতদের বেদাভিযান শুরু 
হয়। এই অভিযানের পুরোভাগে আছেন Müller | Max Müller ১৮৪৯ সাল থেকে 
১৮৭৫ সাল অবধি ছাব্বিশ বছর ধরে অক্লান্ত পরিশ্রম করে সায়ণভাষ্য সহ সমুদয় 
খক্‌সংহিতা দেবনাগরী অক্ষরে প্রকাশ SCAT | সমগ্র ধক্সংহিতার ইংরেজী অনুবাদক 
তিনিই। Max Miiller-এর একটি সম্পাদিত গ্রন্থ Sacred Books of the East | 
আর একজন প্রসিদ্ধ পাশ্চাত্য বেদভাষ্যকার হলেন Winternitz | তার উল্লেখযোগ্য 
প্রস্থ History of Vedic Literature | এই গ্রন্থ থেকে জানা যায় যে, গ্রন্থকার ঝ্রণ্বেদের 
উষাসুক্তের কাব্যিক সৌন্দর্যে অভিভূত হয়েছিলেন। আর 788911178-এর অক্ষয়কীর্তি 
শুক্ল-যজুর্বেদের অন্তর্গত শতপথ ব্রাহ্মণের অনুবাদ। এটি Sacred Books of the 
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East গ্রন্থে প্রকাশিত হয়। বলা বাহুল্য, EggellingR অনুবাদ গভীর অধ্যবসায়- 
সাপেক্ষ এবং পাণ্ডিত্যপূর্ণ। 

আমরা বেদব্যাধ্যার দুটি ধারার উল্লেখ করেছি। একটি প্রাচীন ও মধ্যযুগীয় 
ভারতীয় ধারা যার মধ্যমণি সায়ণাচার্য। আর একটি আধুনিক পাশ্চ্যত্য ধারা যার মধ্যমণি 
Max Miller! কিন্তু বিংশ শতাব্দীর দ্বিতীয় দশকে এই ভারতবর্ষে বেদভাষ্য রচনার 
আর একটি ধারা শুরু হয়! বেদচর্চার ইতিহাসে সে এক ক্রান্তিকাল। শ্রীঅরবিন্দ তখন 
দাক্ষিণাত্যে, পণ্ডিচেরীতে। এখানে থাকার সময় তিনি বেদের প্রতি আকৃষ্ট হন। তার 
আগে বরোদায় প্রায় চোদ্দ বছর থেকে সংস্কৃত শিখে Max Miller কর্তৃক সম্পাদিত 
Sacred Books of the East পড়ে নিয়েছিলেন তিনি | এতে আছে Max Müller- 
কৃত উপনিষদের অনুবাদ, কাশীনাথ তেলঙের ভগবদ্গীতার অনুবাদ, Max Miller 
এবং Oldenberg কৃত নির্বাচিত বৈদিক সুক্তের অনুবাদ, থিবো-কৃত অথর্ববেদের 
অনুবাদ। এছাড়াও এতে বৌদ্ধ, জৈন ও ইসলামধর্মের আকর গ্রন্থের অনুবাদ পাওয়া 
যায়। কিন্তু এই পণ্ডিচেরীতে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ আবিষ্কার করলেন বেদের সোনার খনি-_ 
' ভারতীয় অধ্যাত্মচিস্তা ও অনুভূতির দুর্লভ সম্পদ। তার কাছে এ সম্পদের মূল্য আরও 
বেড়ে গেল যখন তিনি দেখতে পেলেন যে, বেদের মন্ত্রই is আধ্যাত্মিক অনুভূতিকে 
সুস্পষ্ট ও উদ্ভাসিত করে তুলল এই আবিষ্কারের “আনন্দবারিধিরই বিপুল জলোচ্ছাস 
“আর্ধ' পত্রিকা ।”* শ্রীঅরবিন্দ তার এই আবিষ্কারের কথা নিয়ে “আর্ধ' পত্রিকায় নিয়মিত 
লিখতেন। ১৯১৪ সাল থেকে ১৯২০ সাল অবধি তাঁর এই লেখাগুলি নিয়েই The 
Secret of the Veda 231 ১৯৫৬ সালে পণ্ডিচেরী থেকে গ্রশ্থটির প্রথম সংস্করণ 
প্রকাশিত হয়। 

যুগান্তকারী শ্রীঅরবিন্দের এই আবিষ্কার। এই আবিষ্কার থেকে আমরা জানতে 
পারলাম যে, নিজে বেদ না পড়ে বেদের প্রাচীন সৃক্তের তাৎপর্য সম্পর্কে স্বদেশী ও 
বিদেশী পণ্ডিতদের সিদ্ধান্তগুলি বিনা বিচারে মেনে নেওয়া যায় না। এই প্রসঙ্গে বেদ- 
ব্যাখ্যায় স্বদেশী ও বিদেশী উভয়বিধ বিভ্রাটের কথাও বলেছেন শ্রীঅরবিন্ন। বেদব্যাখ্যার : 
স্বদেশী বা বিদেশী ধারায় সায়ণের গুরুত্ব কতখানি তা আমরা উল্লেখ করেছি। সায়ণের 
বিভ্রাট প্রদর্শন প্রসঙ্গে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ বলেন, “পরম পণ্ডিত সায়ণাচার্ষের টীকা পড়িয়া 
এই ধারণা উৎপন্ন হয় যে, হয় বেদের কখনই কোনও সংলগ্ন অর্থ ছিল না, নয় যাহা 
নিমগ্ন হইয়াছিল। 

সায়ণ বেদের অর্থ করিতে গিয়া মহা বিভ্রাটে পড়িয়াছেন। ...ওই সঙ্কটে অনেক 
জড়িত ভগ্ন বাক্যরচনা, এমন বিক্ষিপ্ত অসংলগ্ন Het আরোপ করিয়াছেন যে তাহার 
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টীকা পড়িয়া এই ভাষা ও চিন্তাকে আৰ্য্য না বলিয়া বর্বরের বা উন্মত্তের প্রলাপ বলিতে 
প্রবৃত্তি হয়। সায়ণের দোষ নাই। প্রাচীন নিরুক্তকার যাস্কও তদ্রূপ বিভ্রাটে করিয়াছেন 
আর যাস্কের পূর্ববর্তী ব্রান্মাণকারও বেদের সরল অর্থ না পাইয়া কল্পনার সাহায্যে 
mythological faculty-4 আশ্রয়ে দুরূহ খক্গুলির ব্যাখ্যা করিবার বিফল চেষ্টা 
করিয়াছেন। 

এঁতিহাসিকেরা এই প্রণালী অনুসরণ করিয়া নানান কল্পিত ইতিহাসের আড়ম্বরে 
বেদের সুকৃত সরল অর্থ বিকৃত ও জটিল করিয়া ফেলিয়াছেন।৮”৪ 

শ্রীঅরবিন্দের মতে সায়ণভাষ্যের সবচেয়ে খারাপ ফল এই যে, এই ভাষ্য 
ধক্সংহিতার সম্ভাব্য অর্থগুলির মধ্যে যেটি নিকৃষ্ট অর্থ তার সঙ্গে বেদের গাঁটছড়া 
বেঁধে দিয়েছে। কিন্তু তা সত্বেও বেদ গবেষকদের পক্ষে এই ভাষ্যটিকে তিনি অপরিহার্য 
বলেই মনে করেন। তার কারণ গবেষণার পথে পদে-পদে আমরা বাধ্য হই এই ভাষ্যের 
সাথে আমাদের মত না মেলাতে, কিন্তু পদে পদে আমরা বাধ্য হই এই ভাষ্যকে ব্যবহার 
PACS | এমনকি ইউরোপীয় পণ্ডিতদের বিপুল মেহনতও এই ভাষ্যের উপযোগিতাকে 
নাকচ করতে পারেনি। তবে আরও এগিয়ে একেবারে বেদের মণিকোঠায় ঢুকতে গেলে 
যে এই ভাষ্যকে পিছনে ফেলে যেতেই হবে সেই বিষয়ে সুনিশ্চিত শ্রীঅরবিন্দ। 
শতাব্দীতে পাশ্চাত্য পণ্তিতেরা কোমর বাঁধিয়া আসরে নামায় এই ক্ষেত্রে ঘোরতর 
বিদেশী বিভ্রাট ঘটিয়াছে। সেই বন্যার বিপুল তরঙ্গে আমরা আজ পর্যস্ত হাবুডুবু খাইয়া 
ভাসিতেছি। পাশ্চাত্য পণ্ডিতেরা প্রাচীন নিরুক্তকার ও এঁতিহাসিকদের পুরনো ভিত্তির 
উপরেই নিজ চকচকে নব কল্পনামন্দির ft করিয়াছেন। তাহারা যাস্কের নিরুক্ত 
তত্ব মানেন না, বর্লিন ও পেত্রগ্রাদে নবীন মনোনীত নিরুক্ত তৈয়ারি করিয়া তাহারই 
সাহায্যে বেদের ব্যাখ্যা করেন। সেই প্রাচীন ভারতবর্ষীয় টীকাকারদের Solar myth-এর 
বিচিত্র নবমূর্তি বানাইয়া, প্রাচীন রংয়ের উপর নূতন রং ফলাইয়া এদেশের শিক্ষিত 
সম্প্রদায়ের চক্ষে ধীধা লাগাইয়াছেন।”€৫ বলা বাহুল্য, উনবিংশ শতাব্দীতে রচিত এই 
পাশ্চাত্য ভাষ্য কেবল সায়ণভাষ্যপুষ্টই নয়। তা তুলনামূলক ভাষাতত্ত্ব, তুলনামূলক 
FASS এবং তুলনামূলক ধর্মতত্বের প্রয়োগে OSS | পাশ্চাত্য পণ্ডিতেরা যে বেদকে 
ভুল বুঝেছেন তার জন্য শ্রীঅরবিন্দ সায়ণাচার্যকে দায়ী করেছেন। 

স্পষ্টতই পাশ্চাত্য বেদব্যাখ্যার বিরুদ্ধে দাঁড়িয়েছিলেন শ্রীঅরবিন্দ। তিনি মনে 
করেছিলেন। এঁরা হলেন বালগঙ্গাধর তিলক, টি. পরমশিব আয়ার এবং স্বামী দয়ানন্দ 
সরস্বতী | The Secret of the Veda গ্রন্থে তিনি এঁদের প্রত্যেককেই সশ্রদ্ধ 
উল্লেখ করেছেন। তার মতে-_-“একই ধাতুর অনেক অর্থ হয়”__দয়ানন্দর এই অভিধায় 
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বেদার্থ আবিষ্কারের একটি মূল্যবাদ সুত্র পাওয়া যায়। আর তিলক এবং আয়ারের 
গবেষণায় বেদের ভৌগোলিক প্রাকৃতিক দিক সম্বন্ধে পথ খোলার সম্ভাবনা আছে বলে 
মনে করেন তিনি। | 

WS থেকে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ অবধি বিভিন্ন ধারার এই ধারাবাহিক বিবরণে পূর্বসূরী- 
উত্তরসূরীর উল্লেখ আছে। অবশ্য এ-বিবরণ পূর্ণাঙ্গ (exhaustive) নয়। একটি প্রবন্ধের 
পরিমিত পরিসরে তা সম্ভবও নয়। উত্তরসূরীরা সকল ক্ষেত্রেই পূর্বসূরীদের কৃতি বিষয়ে 
সচেতনতার পরিচয় দিয়েছেন। তারা যে পূর্বসূরীদের কেবল অনুসরণ করেছেন তা 
নয়। অনেক ক্ষেত্রেই উত্তরসূরীরা পূর্বসূরীদের ব্যাখ্যায় ন্যুনতা প্রদশন করেছেন এবং 
স্থলবিশেষে স্বীয় ভাষ্য উপস্থাপন পূর্বক তাদের (পূর্বসূরীদের) বেদব্যাখ্যায় সংযোজন 
ঘটিয়েছেন। যাস্ক তার বেদব্যাখ্যা় কৌৎসকে কেবল অনুসরণ করেননি, তাকে 
সমালোচিতও করেছেন। আবার সায়ণ তার ভাষ্য রচনায় যাস্ককে অনুসরণ করেও 
স্থলবিশেষে (খুবই অল্পস্থলে হলেও) স্বকীয় ভাষ্য উপস্থাপন করেন। | যাস্ক থেকে সায়ণ 
অবধি বেদব্যাখ্যার ভারতীয় ধারায় বেদমন্ত্রের যে ব্যাখ্যা পাওয়া যায় তার ন্যুনতা 
একদেশিতায়। তাতে বেদের আধ্যাত্মিক অর্থ নিরূপণের প্রয়াস নেই। অবশ্য বেদমন্ত্রে 
অন্য ধরনের ব্যাখ্যাও যে সম্ভব তা অনেক পূর্বাচার্য স্বীকার করেছেন। দৃষ্টান্ত স্বরূপ, 
তো কথাই নাই। আগাগোড়া কর্মপর ব্যাখ্যা করে গেলেও কেউ যদি তাদের বলত, 
এই মন্ত্রের আধ্যাত্মিক একটা অর্থও আছে তারা তাতে আপত্তি করবার কিছুই দেখতেন 
না-কেননা তাদের বিশ্বাস, বেদ ধষিদের অলৌকিক অনুভবের ফল, সুতরাং তার 
অধ্যাত্ম-ব্য্জনা থাকাই তো স্বাবাবিক।”* মোদ্দাকথা-_পূর্বাচার্যদের ব্যাখ্যায় বেদমস্ত্রের 
আধ্যাত্মিক অর্থ আভাসিত হলেও প্রভাসিত নয়। আর পাশ্চাত্য পণ্ডিতদের বেদব্যাখ্যায় 
দেখেছেন। তারা বেদার্থকে গভীরে তলিয়ে বোঝার কোনো প্রয়োজনই অনুভব 
করেননি। বিংশ শতাব্দীর গোড়ায় বেদমস্ত্রের আধ্যাত্মিক অর্থ উদ্ধারে অভিলাধী 
শ্রীঅরবিন্দ পাশ্চাত্য পণ্ডিতদের বেদব্যাখ্যার সমালোচনায় মুখর হন। তবুও পাশ্চাত্য 
উদ্ধার সম্ভব-_এই প্রত্যয়ের কথাই ব্যক্ত করেছেন তিনি। একে বলে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ দত্ত 
“বেদব্যাখ্যার পথ নির্দেশ”।* যাস্ক থেকে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ অবধি বেদব্যাখ্যার এই প্রয়াস 
প্রাক্-অনির্বাণ প্রয়াস। অথ অনির্বাণ কথা। 


তিন 


সত্য বটে, শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ বেদব্যাখ্যার প্রয়াস করেছিলেন। এই প্রয়াসেই তীর সার্থক 
রচনা বেদ-মীমাংসা, খঙ্েদ-সংহিতা এবং উপনিষৎ প্রসঙ্গ । বেদ-মীমাংসা খকসংহিতার 
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মন্ত্রব্যাখ্যার ভূমিকা, ঝখেদ-সংহতি ঝথ্বেদের দশটি মণ্ডলের অন্যতম wea “গায়ত্রী 
মণ্ডল'-এর ধারাবাহিক ভাষ্য, আরণ্যকের অস্তিম অংশের ব্যাখ্যা নিয়ে উপনিষৎ ATF 
প্রথম দুটির রচনাকাল বিংশ শতাব্দীর ষষ্ট দশক, রচনাস্থল আলমোড়া। তৃতীয়টির 
রচনাকাল ওই শতাব্দীর সপ্তদশক, রচনাস্থল বন্ধু ধর্মপালের ধর্মসভা, কোলকাতা । 
বেদ-মীমাংসা গ্রন্থে শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ মন্তরব্যাখ্যার যে ভূমিকা করেছেন তা থেকে তার 
ভাষ্যের অভিনবত্ব, সেই ভাষ্যে অনুসৃত পদ্ধতি ইত্যাদি বিষয়ে জানা যায়। এই ভূমিকায় 
বেদব্যাখ্যার প্রয়াসে তার পূর্ববর্তী আচার্যদের ন্যুনতার উল্লেখও আছে। স্পষ্টতই শ্রীমৎ 
অনির্বাণকৃত বেদভাষ্যের দিক দুটি--নঞর্থক ও সদর্থক দিক। পূর্বাচার্যদের yaw 
প্রদর্শনে তার ব্যাখ্যার নঞ্র্থক দিক সূচিত হয়েছে। আর স্বোস্তাবিত পদ্ধতি অনুসারে 
বেদব্যাখ্যার তার সদর্থক দিকটি প্রকটিত হয়েছে। 

Se অনির্বাণের বেদব্যাখার প্রয়াসের পরিচয় প্রসঙ্গে এখানে একটি ঘটনা 
উল্লেখ্য-_তার হৈমবতীকে সাক্ষাৎ দর্শন। কতখানি এই দর্শনের গুরুত্ব? তার নিজের 
কথায়, “ও যদি অমন করে ধরা না দিত, বেদের রহস্য বোঝা আমার পক্ষে অসম্ভব 
BSP” এই দর্শনের ফলেই বেদের মন্ত্র তার চোখে নতুনভাবে প্রতিভাত হতে থাকে। 
কে এই হৈমবতী? ইনি হলেন বৈদিক খষির অবসনা, অনগ্না বাণী, অস্তৃণকন্যা 
বাক্‌, বাগ্দেবী সরস্বতী। তাই তো অনির্বাণজী বেদ-মীমাংসা গ্রন্থটি উৎসর্গ করেছেন 
এই দেবীকে, উৎসর্গপত্রে লিখেছেন, “তটস্যৈ 

যা 
উতো HO War বি সম্তে জায়েব পত্য উশতী সুবাসাঃ”৮-_তাকে যিনি কারও কারও 
কাছে নিজের তনুটি মেলে ধরেন পতির কাছে উতলা সুবেশা জায়ার মতো। এই 
প্রকোষ্ঠে, রবীন্দ্রনাথের কাছে শিলাইদহের উদার বিস্তৃত পদ্মাবক্ষে। 

শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণের মতে বেদের অপৌরুষেয়ত্বের মূল এই APOG ব্রহ্ম এবং 
বাক্‌- দুয়ের মধ্যে অবিনাভাবের সন্ধন্ধ বৈদিক দর্শনের একটি মূল সৃত্র। এ তত্ত্বের মূল 
কথাটা এরকম--“এক শাশ্বত ভাব আপনাকে প্রকাশ করবার চেষ্টায় যে স্পন্দন তোলে, 
তাহাতেই ভাষার সৃষ্টি। এ-ভাষা দেবভাষা কিনা আলোর ভাষা এবং তাই হল মন্ত্র। 
এ-মন্ত্র মনুষ্যকৃত সঙ্কেত নয়, যা বৃদ্ধের কাছ থেকে শিশুরা শেখে। এ একটা স্বতঃস্ফূর্ত 
অভিব্যক্তি, ভাবের অনুকূল ভাষার স্পন্দন। তিনটি অবস্থা পার হয়ে চতুর্থ অবস্থায় 
যখন তা এসে পৌছয়, তখনই সে আবার মনুষ্যকৃত সঙ্কেতের সাহায্য গ্রহণ করে। 
তুরীয় দশায় কিন্তু সেই মূল স্পন্দনের শক্তি সম্পূর্ণ অব্যাহতই থাকে। এইজন্য এই 
অভিব্যক্ত মন্ত্রকেও সেই UE আদিস্পন্দনের মর্যাদা দিতে হয়। আদিস্পন্দ যেমন 
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অপৌরুষের, এই বৈখরীবাকও তেমনি অপৌরুষেয়। খাষিরা TATE নন, att 
মাত্ৰ > ; 
অনেক পূর্বাচার্ষের ন্যায় অনির্বাণও স্বীকার করেন যে, বেদব্যাখ্যার মূল সমস্যা 
মন্ত্রাংশ নিয়ে। তবে তীর মতে প্রচলিত বেদ-মীমাংসার কোনোটিই মন্ত্রাংশের পূর্ণায়ত 
ব্যাখ্যা AT | তাঁর এ মতটা একটু তলিয়ে বোঝা দরকার। সর্বপ্রাচীন বেদ-মীমাংসা ব্রাহ্মণ | 
তাতে আমরা মন্ত্রাংশের ব্যাখ্যা পাই ঠিকই কিন্তু সে ব্যাখ্যা কর্মপরতা হেতু একদেশী। 
পূর্বমীমাংসা এর উপর প্রতিষ্ঠিত। ব্রাহ্মণ মুখ্যত কর্মমীমাংসাঁ। বেদমন্ত্রের সঙ্গে ক্রিয়া- 
কাণ্ডের যোগ নিবিড়। ব্রাহ্মণের উদ্দেশ্য এই ক্রিয়াকাণ্ডের দিকটিকে ব্যাখ্যা করা। কিন্ত 
সে ব্যাখ্যাতে মন্ত্রের রহস্যার্থ আবিষ্কারের কোনো চেষ্টা নেই। কর্ম-মীমাংসা অনুসারে 
সাধনার লক্ষ্য স্বর্গ, একটা অধ্যাত্মচেতনার ভূমি। কিন্তু তার উপায় দ্রব্যযজ্ঞ, জ্ঞানযজ্ঞ 
নয়। তাতে সাধনার মনস্তত্বের দিকটি উপেক্ষিত। মন্ত্রের রহস্যার্থের, সাধনার মনস্তত্তের 
পরিচয় পাওয়া যায় উত্তরমীমাংসায়। উত্তরমীমাংসা জ্ঞানকাণ্ড। তার সাধনার লক্ষ্য 
মোক্ষ, উপকরণ AH মনৌময়। তাতে খষির অধ্যাত্মদর্শনের কথা আছে। তবে সে 
কথা উপনিষদের খষি ভাবনার কথা, মন্ত্রকৃৎ wa দর্শনের কথা নয়। 

পূর্বমীমাংসা ও উত্তরমীমাংসার একদেশিতার কারণে পরবর্তীকালে কর্ম ও জ্ঞানের 
মধ্যে একটা প্রাচীরও গড়ে ওঠে বলে মনে করেন অনির্বাণ। অথচ মন্ত্রকুৎ ঝষির দর্শনে 
এই বিরোধ ছিল বলে মনে করেন না তিনি। তিনি বলেন, “আত্মচেতনাকে একটা 
লোকোত্তর চিন্ময় ভূমিতে উত্তীর্ণ করা--এই হল তার লক্ষ্য। এই চিন্ময় ভূমিই fi 
তার প্রাচীন সংজ্ঞা “স্বঃ” অর্থাৎ একটা জ্যোতির্ময় অনুভব। জ্ঞানযজ্ঞের সহায়ে আমরা 
যেমন সে অবস্থায় পৌঁছতে পারি, তেমনি পারি দ্রব্যযজ্ঞ দিয়েও। স্বর্গ এবং মোক্ষ দুটি 
পরস্পর বিরুদ্ধ ধারণা নয়। অন্তত বৈদিক যুগে তা ছিল না।”১১ কর্ম ও জ্ঞানের, 
স্বর্গ ও মোক্ষের ধারণায় সমন্বয় সাধনই তাহলে মন্ত্রকৃৎ খষি-দর্শনের তাৎপর্য 
অনির্বাণের মতে এর একটা বড় প্রমাণ শুক্লযজুর্বেদ। আমরা জানি, এই বেদের শেষ 
অধ্যায় একটি 'এপনিষদ, ঈশোপনিষদ। শুর্লুষজুর্বেদের শেষ অধ্যায়রূপে এই উপনিষদের 
উপস্থাপন অত্যস্ত তাৎপর্যপূর্ণ তার কাছে। অষ্টাদশ মন্ত্রের এই উপনিষদে এক সমন্বয়- 
দৃষ্টির পরিচয় পাওয়া যায়। শুক্লষজুর্বেদ মুখ্যত কর্মবেদ। তার কথায় “....কর্মবেদের 
শেষে এই সার্বভৌম জ্ঞানের প্রদীপটি জ্বালিয়ে দিয়ে সমস্ত কর্মের পরিসমাপ্তি যে তত্ব 
GIGA, একথাটি জ্বল্তভাবে প্রমাণ করা ACATR R বলা বাহুল্য, সমন্বয়-দৃষ্টি না থাকায় 
ব্রাহ্মণের মীমাংসা অপূর্ণ। 

ব্ৰাহ্মণ্য পরবর্তী বেদ-মীমাংসা যাস্কের AFE spy; যাক্ষই নৈরুক্তদের শেষ 
আচার্ধ। APS অনেক বেদমন্ত্রের ব্যাখ্যা করেছেন। তবে অনির্বাণজী বলেন, “তিনিও 
(যোস্কও) আনুপূর্বিক বেদব্যাখ্যা করেন নি... তার ব্যাখ্যা মোটের উপর কর্মপর, যদিও 
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স্থানে স্থানে তার মন্তব্য আঁধারে বিদ্যুৎ-চমকের মত অনেক রহস্যকে আলোকিত করে 
তোলে ।”১৩ 

যাক্ষের পরবর্তী উল্লেখযোগ্য বেদ-মীমাংসা সায়ণভাষ্য। সায়ণের উৎকর্ষ বেদের 
MAAS ব্যাখ্যায়। সায়ণের ব্যাখ্যাও কর্মপর, সুতরাং একদেশী। তবে আশার কথা 
এই-_বেদের অন্য ধরনের ব্যাখ্যাও যে সম্ভব সে-বিষয়ে অকপট স্বীকারোক্তি তিনি 
করেছেন। তথাপি বেদের রহস্যার্থ সায়ণের অগোচর বলেই মনে করেন অনির্বাণ। 

প্রচলিত বেদ-মীমংসা ইউরোপীয় পণ্ডিতদের মীমাংসাগ্রস্থগুলিও। এদের মধ্যে 
আছে Max Müller সম্পাদিত Sacred Books of the East. Winternitz~4% 
History of Vedie Literature প্রভৃতি | এগুলি সম্বন্ধে অনির্বাণ কী বলেন? এই 
প্রসঙ্গে সায়ণের ব্যাখ্যা ও ইউরোপীয় পণ্ডিতদের ব্যাখ্যার মধ্যে যে তুলনা তিনি 
তেমনি ইউরোপীয় পণ্ডিতদেরও অগোচর। “শুধু তফাত এই--সায়ণ একথা দাবি 
করছেন না যে তিনি রহস্যার্থ প্রকট করতে বসেছেন, কিন্তু ইউরোপীয়েরা সেই দাবিই 
করেছেন।৮১৪ 

বিংশ শতাব্দীর ভারতীয় বেদ-মীমাংসা শ্রীঅরবিন্দের The Secret of the Veda | 
অনির্বাণের মতে শ্রীঅরবিন্দের ন্যুনতা দুটি। (এক) “পণ্ডিচেরী সম্প্রদায় প্রবর্তকের রচিত 
ধারাবাহিক বেদভাষ্য নাই, আছে তার কতকগুলি নিবন্ধ ও দিগ্দর্শন হিসাবে আংশিক 
মন্ত্ব্যাখ্যা।”১৫ অবশ্য এই আংশিক মন্ত্ব্যাখ্যা মরমীয়ার দৃষ্টিতে বেদার্থের উপর নতুন- 
ভাবে আলোকপাত করেছে বলে মনে করেন তিনি। (দুই) আমরা জানি--শ্রীঅরবিন্দ 
তুলনামূলক পদ্ধতি প্রয়োগে বেদার্থ উদ্ধারের কথা বলেছেন। কিন্তু অনির্বাণ বলেন, 
“আজকাল একটু হাওয়াবদলের লক্ষণ দেখা দিয়েছে। তুলনামূলক পদ্ধতির গলদ 
এক্ষেত্রে আরও স্পষ্ট। পরিবেশের প্রভাবে শব্দের অর্থ যে কত তাড়াতাড়ি বদলে যায়, 
একই শব্দের অর্থে যে ব্যঞ্জনাশক্তির কত বিচিত্র লীলা দেখা যায়, তা শব্দবিদের অজ্ঞাত 
নয়। সেক্ষেত্রে শুধু শব্দের আক্ষরিক সাম্য দেখে এক দেশের একটা অর্থকে আরেক 
দেশের ঘাড়ে চাপানো যে কতখানি অযৌক্তিক, তাও কি চোখে আঙুল দিয়ে দেখিয়ে 
দিতে হবে?”৯* তার মতে প্রকরণবিচ্ছিন্ন তুলনার এইটাই সবচেয়ে মারাত্মক নিদর্শন। 
জানতে ইচ্ছে হয়-রামেন্দরসুন্দর ব্রিবেদীরু যজ্ঞকথা, স্বামী প্রত্যগাত্মানন্দ সরস্বতীর বেদ 
ও বিজ্ঞান এবং জপসূত্রম্‌ সম্বন্ধে অনির্বাণ কী ভাবতেন। 

এতক্ষণে Se অনির্বাণকৃত বেদব্যাখ্যার নঞর্থক দিকটি উন্মোচিত হয়েছে। 
এবার সে বিষয়ে তীর ইতি ভাবনার Sat | অনির্বাণজী বলেন, বৈদিক মন্ত্রবাদের মূলে 
দেববাদ। দেববাদের ভিত্তি শ্রদ্ধা, মানবচিত্তের একটা মৌলিক বৃত্তি। অতীন্দ্রিয় বিষয়কে 
পরাক্‌_দৃষ্টিতে অনুভবই তার বৈশিষ্ট্য। এই অনুভবের মূলে আবেশ। মানবচিত্তের 
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আরেকটি বৃত্তি তর্ক। তর্কের দৃষ্টি প্রত্যক্-বৃত্ত, মূল জিজ্ঞাসা। সাধনায় তার পরিণাম 
আত্মবাদে। দেবতা অতীন্দ্ৰিয়, আত্মাও অতীন্দ্রিয়। দেবদর্শন ও আত্মদৰ্শন তাই তুল্যভাবে 
অতিশ্রাকৃত। মানুষ দেববাদী না আত্মবাদী হবে তা ঘটে স্বভাব অনুসারে। আত্মবাদী 
সংশয়কে নিমিত্ত করে পরাক্-বৃত্ত সব অবলম্বন ছিন্ন করেন, থাকে কেবল আত্মপরত্যয়। 
কিন্তু এই আত্মপ্রত্যয়ের মূলে আত্মপ্রসারণের প্রেরণায় ঘটে চেতনার বিস্ফারণ, আত্মবাদী 
বৃহৎ হন। দেববাদীও বৃহৎ হন, তবে হৃদয়ের আবেগ দিয়ে, বোধির সহায়ে। আত্মবাদী 
ও দেববাদী উভয়েই তাই বৃহত্তের সাধক। তফাৎ শুধু এই-এক জনের সাধনা তর্ক ও 
বুদ্ধি, অপর জনের শ্রদ্ধা ও বোধির। মানবচিত্তের এই দুই মৌলিক বৃত্তিকে আশ্রয় 
করে ভারতীয় অধ্যাত্ব-সাধনার ধারাও দুটি-_ধাধিধারা ও মুনিধারা। 

বেদব্যাখ্যার নঞর্থক দিকটার মতো অনির্বাণের ইতি ভাবনাও এক সম্বয়-দৃষ্টিতে 
প্রোজ্ল। এখানে সে সমন্বয় ঘটেছে শ্রদ্ধা ও তর্কে, আত্মবাদ ও দেববাদে বোধি ও 
বুদ্ধিতে। কী সেই সমন্বয় ভূমি? অনির্বাণের মতে সেই সমন্বয় ভূমি মনুষ্য স্বভাব--তাদের 
একই উৎসমূল। সমস্যা দেববাদের প্রকারভেদ নিয়ে। TARA দেববাদ-- একদেববাদ 
ও বহুদেববাদ। বৈদিক দেববাদ ইউরোপীয় মনের কাছে অবজ্ঞার বিষয় মূলত এই 
বহুদেববাদের কারণে। বলা বাহুল্য, বহুদেববাদ দার্শনিকদের চোখে অপকর্ষসূচক। “কিন্ত 
আর্য মন ঈশ্বরত্ব হতে পৌরুষের ধর্মকে ছেঁটে দিয়েও, এমন কি ঈশ্বরভাবনাকে অধ্যাত্ম- 
বহুদেবের মণুলীকে স্বীকার করতে FSS হয়নি। এইখানে দুটি মনের তফাৎ। একটি 
মন খপ্ডদর্শী, আর একটি অখশ্ুদর্শী। একটি অখগুসত্তার মধ্যে ভেদরেখা টেনে ঈশ্বর 
আর জগতের মধ্যে বিরোধের আভাস জাগিয়ে তোলে এবং জগৎকে মনে করে ঈশ্বরের 
কৃতি; আর একটি অভেদ দর্শনের নিটোলতার মধ্যে স্বচ্ছন্দে বুকে স্থান দিয়ে জগৎকে 
দেখে এক অখণুচৈতন্যের বছ আত্মবিসৃষ্টিরূপে।”১৭ অনির্বাণের মতে ঠিক একারণেই 
অদ্বৈতবাদী শঙ্কর আর বছদেবের USCS মুখর শঙ্কর এদেশের অধ্যাত্মবোধে কোনো 
অসমাঞ্জস্য সৃষ্টি করেন না, এবং শ্রীরামকৃষ্ণও নির্বিকল্পস্থিতিতে মাসের পর মাস কাটিয়ে 
দিয়েও নানা দেবদেবীর পায়ে মাথা FICS পারেন। মোদ্দা কথা-একদেববাদ ও 
বহুদেববাদের বিরোধ আর্য মনের অগোচর। এটি সেমিটিক মনের দান! 

এই প্রসঙ্গে সেমিটিক ও আর্যভাবনার মধ্যে একটি পার্থক্যও করেছেন অনির্বাণজী। 
সেমিটিক ভাবনায় ঈশ্বর জড়োত্তর। তিনি কেবল চিৎস্বরূপ। কিন্তু আর্ধভাবনায় দেবতা 
একাধারে জড়ীয় ও জড়োত্তর। কিন্তু গোড়ায় আর্ধ-ভাবনায় জড় ও চৈতন্যের মাঝে 
এ বিরোধ ছিল না বলেই মনে করেন অনির্বাণজী। এখানে সেমিটিক দর্শন ও আর্য 
দর্শনে সৃষ্টিবাদের প্রসঙ্গও টেনেছেন তিনি। সেমিটিক ঈশ্বর বিশ্বের নির্মাতা | তিনি জগৎ 
গড়েছেন বাইরে CATS | কিন্তু বৈদিক ঝষির দেবতা জগৎ হচ্ছেন, অথচ জগৎ হয়ে 
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ফুরিয়ে যাচ্ছেন না। তিনি একাধারে বিশ্বের প্রতিষ্ঠা এবং অতিষ্ঠা, বিশ্বাত্মক এবং 
বিশ্বোত্তীৰ্ণ। 

একই যদি সব, তাহলে তাকে শুধু আস্তর অনুভব দিয়ে নয়, বহিরিন্ত্রিয় দিয়েও 
পাওয়া যায়। ইন্দ্রিয় দিয়ে যা কিছু দেখছি সব তিনিই। সব কিছুর মাঝে সেই এক। 
বৃহৎ এই পৃথিবী, বৃহৎ এই বায়ু, বৃহৎ এই আকাশ | সব বৃহৎ, সব জ্ঞযোতির্ময়। পৃথিবী, 
অস্তরীক্ষ এবং দ্যুলোক সবই সেই দেবতা, সবই চিন্ময়! ইন্দ্রিয় দিয়ে চলছে সেই 
চিন্ময়েরই প্রত্যক্ষণ। বৈদিক খষির চিন্ময় প্রত্যক্ষকে কেন্দ্র করে গড়ে ওঠা অনির্বাণজীর 
চিন্ময় প্রত্যক্ষবাদের এই হলো মর্মকথা। হাজার হাজার বেদমন্ত্রে দেবতার চিন্ময় 
প্রত্যক্ষের উদাত্ত ললিত প্রশস্তি লক্ষ করেছেন তিনি। বৈদিক খাষিরা নিজেদের বলতেন 
কবি। অনির্বাণজীর মতে এই ‘কবি’ সংজ্ঞাতেই বেদমন্ত্রের YD রহস্য সবচেয়ে বেশী 
উদ্ঘাটিত। তিনি বলেন, উপনিষদেও এই অনুভব প্রকাশিত, তবে বিশ্লেষণমুখে। আর 
বেদমন্ত্রে তার প্রকাশ সংশ্লেষণমুখে। উপনিষদের wg বুদ্ধিপ্রাহ্য, আর সংহিতার EG 
বোধিলন্ধ। বুদ্ধি দিয়ে বোধির অনুভব বিবৃত হলেই প্রাকৃত মনে তা ধরা সহজ হয়, 
নচেৎ নয়। ভাই উপনিষদ আমাদের কাছে সুবোধ হলেও বেদার্থ দুর্বোধ। প্রাকৃত চেতনা 
চিন্ময় প্রত্যক্ষের জন্য তৈরীই নয়। 

অনির্বাণের মতে ভারতীয় অধ্যাত্মসাধনার লক্ষ্য যে একাধারে শ্রেয়ো ও 
প্রেয়োমুখী তার উৎসও বেদমন্ত্র। অবশ্য সব বেদমন্ত্রই যে নিঃশ্রেয়সমুখী__একথা তিনি 
বলেননি। বিনিয়োক্তার প্রয়োজন অনুসারে অনেক বেদমন্ত্রের লক্ষ্য শ্রেয়ো ও প্রেয়ো 
দুই হতে পারে। খগ্বিধানে প্রেয়োমুখী বিনিয়োগের অনেক উদাহরণ আছে। একথা 
ঠিক। কিন্তু তাই বলে সব বেদমস্ত্রের অভীষ্ট প্রেয়ো-_এ সিন্ধান্ত নেহাত গা-জোয়ারি 
সমন্বয় ঘটেছে বলে মনে করেন অনির্বাণ। 

স্পষ্টতই এক সমন্বয়দৃষ্টিতে বেদব্যাখ্যা করেছিলেন অনির্বাণজী। বোধ হয়, এই 
দৃষ্টিকেই তিনি বেদের রহস্যার্থ উদ্ধারের চাবিকাঠি বলে ভেবেছিলেন। এখানে 
সমন্বয়ের অর্থ সব কিছু একাকার করে দেওয়া নয়! এর অর্থ বিরোধ মোচন। “বিরোধ 
আপাত দৃষ্টিতে, কিন্তু আসলে সব একই তত্ত্বের ভিন্ন ভিন্ন বিভাব-_এই দৃষ্টিই সমন্বয়-. 
দৃষ্টি।”১৮ এই সমন্বয় দৃষ্টিতে বেদব্যাখ্যাই অনির্বাণের অভিনবত্ব। 

তার জন্য তিনি যে প্রকরণ পদ্ধতি নির্ভর হয়েছিলেন এখন তার কথা! আমরা 
উল্লেখ করেছি-শ্রীঅরবিন্দ বলেছিলেন পাশ্চাত্য ব্যাখ্যায় অনুসৃত তুলনামুলক 
ভাষাতত্ববের প্রয়োগে বেদার্থ উদ্ধারের কথা | এর প্রয়োগে কী গলদ ঘটে তা দেখিয়েছেন 
অনির্বাণ। সেকথাও আমরা উল্লেখ করেছি। এ বিষয়ে অনির্বাণের আরও কথা আছে! 
বেদব্যাখ্যায় ইউরোপীয় পণ্ডিতেরা দুটি অভ্যুপগমের কথা বলেন- একটি প্রাকৃত 
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পরিণামবাদ (theory of natural evolution), অপরটি প্ৰকৃতিবাদ (naturalism) | 
প্রাকৃত পরিণামবাদ সর্বপ্রথম প্রযুক্ত হয় প্রাণীবিদ্যায়, তারপর জড় ও মনোবিদ্যায়। 
মানুষের সংস্কৃতির ক্ষেত্রে এই মত প্রয়োগ করে বলা হয়-_আদিম মানবের ধর্ম বোধের 
মুলে আছে সজীব-নিজীব নির্বিশেষে সকল বস্তুতে প্রাণ আরোপ করার প্রবণতা | আর 
তার ধর্মসাধনার মুলে আছে ইন্দ্রজাল বা তুকতাক। আর প্রকৃতিবাদের মূলকথা- বৈদিক 
দেবতারা বাহ্যপ্রকৃতির নানা বিভূতির রূপায়ণ। প্রকৃতিবাদীরা তাদের মতের সমর্থনে 
বেদমন্ত্রের নিসর্গ বর্ণনার কথা বলেন। অনির্বাণজী মনে করেন, প্রকৃতিবাদী ও প্রাকৃত- 
পরিণামবাদী ব্যাখ্যা ধর্মের উপরভাষা ব্যাখ্যা। তাতে কোথাও শবসাদৃশ্য, কোথাও 
করা চলে বটে, কিন্তু বৈদিক খষির, wage খাষির ধর্মমূল অধরাই থেকে যায়। 


তাহলে কী হবে বেদব্যাখ্যার সত্যকার পদ্ধতিঃ অনির্বাণজীর মতে এ প্রশ্নের 
উত্তর aps খষি ভাবনাতেই আছে। খষিরা বলেছিলেন শ্রদ্ধার সঙ্গে সততর্কযোগে 
বেদব্যাখ্যার কথা। অবশ্যই এ-তর্ক' পাশ্চাত্য গবেষণায় ব্যবহৃত তর্ক নয়, যাকে তারা 
বলেন বৈজ্ঞানিক বুদ্ধির দান। এ-তর্ক বুদ্ধির অনুগত তর্ক নয়! এ-তর্ক বোধির অনুগত। 
একটা কথা আছে না-_পণ্ডিতের কথা পণ্ডিতেই বোঝেন। সেই সূত্রে বলতে পারি 
রসিকের কথা বোঝেন রসিকে, মরমীয়ার কথা মরমী । আচ্ছা, খষির কথা বোঝেন 
কে? BT ছাড়া আবার কে? তাহলে প্রাচীন খষির মন্ত্রব্যাখ্যায় কী পদ্ধতি অনুসৃত 
হবে? তারই সূত্র দিয়ে গেলেন খষিদা১৯-_“বোধি যে বাণীর উৎস, তার বিচার বোধির 
আশ্রিত বুদ্ধি দিয়েই করা উচিত। যদি অন্তর্দৃষ্টি না থাকে প্রজ্ঞার বৈশারদ্য না থাকে, 
তাহলে বেদ বোঝাতে যাওয়া বিড়ম্বনা। আবার ব্যাখ্যা যদি তর্কানুগত না হয়ে শুধু 
শরদ্ধালুতার উচ্ছ্বাসমাত্র হয় তাহলেও তা অশ্রদ্ধেয় হবে। সুতরাং বোধি এবং বুদ্ধির 
সমন্বয় হবে বেদব্যাখ্যার সত্যকার ভিত্তি। তার সঙ্গে যুক্ত করতে হবে এঁতিহাসিক 
জ্ঞানকে। বেদের অনেক কিছু ভাবনাই আমরা পাই বীজের আকারে, যার অঙ্কুরণ এবং 
পল্পবন ঘটেছে পরবর্তী যুগে। ব্যাখ্যার সময় যদি পরের যুগ এবং আগের যুগকে 
মিলিয়ে ফেলি, তাহা.প সেটা দোষের হবে। আবার পরবর্তী যুগকে যদি পূর্ববর্তী যুগের 
বিরোধী বলে কল্পনা করি, তাহলে সেটাও দোষের হবে। আসলে এখানে রয়েছে বীজ 
ভাবনার একটা ধারাবাহিকতা | বীজ সংহত, কিন্তু তা ব্যপ্জনায় সমৃদ্ধ। আদিযুগের সেই 
ব্যঞ্জনাই পরের যুগে বিচিত্র হয়ে দেখা দিয়েছে। “সব কিছু বেদে আছে*_এই 
লোকোক্তির অর্থই তাই। বীজ ভাবের পরিণামে অনেক ছন্দ ও সংঘাত দেখা দিয়েছে। 
এই সবকেই আমাদের স্বীকার করে নিতে হবে। কিন্তু আসলে সে যে একই মুল 
ভাবের বিস্ফারণ, একথা ভুললে চলবে না। বেদব্যাখ্যায় পরিণামবাদের প্রয়োগ যদি 
করতে হয় তো করা উচিত এভাবেই।”২৩ 
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এই প্রবন্ধের ভূমিকার বিবক্ষিত বিষয় মেনে এবারে প্রশ্ন, শেষ প্রশ্ন__অনির্বাণ 
কোন ধারায় ছিলেন? সত্য বটে, অনির্বাণের বেদব্যাখ্যা অধ্যাত্মপর। সে ব্যাখ্যায় এক 
ধ্বনিত হয়েছে। শ্রীঅরবিন্দও এই সমন্বয়-দৃষ্টিতে বেদব্যাখ্যা করেছিলেন, দিয়েছিলেন 
বেদব্যাখ্যার “পথ-নির্দেশ”। আীঅরবিন্দ ও অনির্বাণ দুইয়ের মধ্যে এই আনুরৌপ্য 
আছে। পণ্ডিচেরীর এই ঝষি বিংশ শতাব্দীতে ভারতে বেদব্যাখ্যার এক নতুন ধারা 
প্রবর্তন করেছিলেন। এ-কথাও অনির্বাণ মানেন। তবে কি অনির্বাণ পণ্ডিচেরী- 
সম্প্রদায়প্রবর্তকের ধারা অনুবর্তন করেছিলেন? নাকি তার এ-ব্যাখ্যা “নিগম-ব্যাখ্যা”? 
কেননা তার গুরু ছিলেন স্বামী নিগমানন্দ। নিগমানন্দের আশ্রম তিনি ছাড়লেও এই 
‘নিগম-ব্যাখ্যা’ তিনি ছাড়েননি কোনো দিনও। 

এ-সব প্রশ্নের উত্তরে যে কথাগুলি বলা আবশ্যক তা এই। নিগমানন্দ বেদব্যাখ্যার 
একটা ধারা প্রবর্তন করেছিলেন-_সেই মর্মে সাক্ষ্য মেলা ভার। আর শ্রীঅরবিন্দ প্রবর্তিত 
ধরা পড়েছে। সে PAST ধারাবাহিক বেদভাষ্যের অভাবে এবং পদ্ধতি প্রকরণে। 
আসলে ব্যক্তিপূজার বিরোধী অনির্বাণ কোনো পূর্বাচার্যকেই একমাত্র আদর্শরূপে মেনে 
নেন নি। যাস্ক থেকে শ্রীঅরবিন্দ সকলের উৎকর্ষ কথা তিনি নিয়েছেন, অপকর্ষকে 
বাদ দিয়ে। তীর এ ধারা এক নৈর্ব্যক্তিক ধারা | নামকরণ যদি করতেই হয় তবে বলবো-_ 
এ ধারা “অনির্বাণ ধারা”। ন্যুনতা অনির্বাণেরও আছে। তার খখ্েদ-সংহিতা খর্থেদের 
দশটি মণ্ডলের শুধু একটি মণ্ডলের ধারাবাহিক ভাষ্য। বাকিটা? উত্তরাধিকারের দায় 
এখানেই। তার সুযোগ্য উত্তরাধিকারের দ্বারা এই আরব কর্ম একদিন শেষ হবেই। 


সূত্র নির্দেশ 

১। সায়ণকৃত খাশ্থেদভাষ্যে এতরেয় ব্রাহ্মাণের ভূমিকা ত্রষ্টব্য। 

২। Seay, বাংলা রচনা (আ্রীঅরবিন্দ আশ্রম, পণ্তিচেরী, ১৯৬৯), পৃ. wos | 

৩। গোরী ধর্মপাল, বেদ ও শ্রীঅরবিন্দ শ্রীঅরবিন্দ পাঠমন্দির, কোলকাতা, ১৯৮১), 
পৃ. ১৭। 

si শ্রীঅরবিন্দ, বাংলা রচনা, প্রকাশনা পূর্ববৎ, পৃ. ৩১৩। 

৫। তদেব, পৃ. ৩১৬। 

৬। শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ, বেদ-মীমাংসা ১ম খণ্ড (সংস্কৃত কলেজ, কোলকাতা, ১৯৬১), পু. 
৫-৬। 


৭। গোরী ধর্মপাল, বেদ ও শ্রীঅরবিন্দ, প্রকাশনা পূর্ববৎ, পৃ. ৩২। 
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৮। শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ, পত্রলেখা ২য় খণ্ড আসাম-বঙ্গীয় সারস্বতমঠ, হালিসহর, বাংলা 
১৪০৮), পৃ. ২২ | 

>! বেদ মীমাংসা গ্রন্থের উৎসর্গ পত্রটি gT | 

১০। শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ, বেদ মীমাংসা, ১ম খণ্ড, প্রকাশনা পূর্ববৎ, পৃ. ৯। 

551 তদেব, পৃ. QI 

১২। তদেব, পৃ. ২। 

১৩! তদেব, পৃ. él 

১৪। তদেব, পৃ. vei 

১৫। তদেব, পৃ. ১৯। 

১৬। তদেব, পৃ. ৩৪। | 

sal তদেব, পৃ. ২১-২২। 

১৮! শ্রীমৎ অনির্বাণ, পত্রলেখা ৪র্থ খণ্ড হৈমবতী অনির্বাণ ট্রাস্ট, বাংলা ১৪১০), পৃ. ২৩। 

১৯। অনির্বাণের অনুরাগী ভক্তজনেরা তাকে এই নামে ডাকতেন। আগ্রহী পাঠক তার এই 
পরিচয় পেতে দিলীপ রায়ের মহাযোগী অনিবর্ণি, গোবিন্দগোপাল মুখোপাধ্যায়ের 
মহাজন সংবাদ এবং গীতা হালদারের wR অনির্বাণ গ্রস্থগুলি পড়ে দেখতে পারেন। 


২০। Sle অনির্বাণ, বেদ-মীমাংসা, ১ম খণ্ড, প্রকাশনা পূর্ববৎ, পৃ. ৩৫-৩৬। 
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ভ্রমজ্জন: প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক, ন্যায় ও অদ্বৈত বেদান্তের 
ভাবনা 
শিবানী সাহা 


পাশ্চাত্য দর্শনে ‘ভ্রমজ্ঞান’ কথাটি স্ববিরোধী কারণ পাশ্চাত্য দার্শনিকরা মনে করেন 
জ্ঞান হওয়ার শর্তগুলির মধ্যে “সত্যতা অন্যতম একটি আবশ্যিক শর্ত। আমি কোন 
কিছুকে জানি মানেই তাকে সত্য বলেই জানি। কোন কিছু সত্য নয় অথচ তাকে 
আমি জানি--এমন কথা পাশ্চাত্য দর্শনে কখনই বলা যায় না। কিন্তু ভারতীয় দর্শনে 
জ্ঞান হলেই তা সত্য সাধারণতঃ একথা বলা হয় না। অর্থাৎ ভারতীয় দর্শনে ভ্রমজ্ঞান 
APS | 

ভ্রমজ্ঞান হয়নি এমন লোক সংসারে বিরল। এই ভ্রমজ্ঞান কখনো সার্বিক হতে 
পারে, কখনো বা ব্যক্তিগত। আকাশকে নীল দেখা, সমাস্তরাল রেললাইনকে মিশে যেতে 
দেখা এগুলি সার্বিক ভ্রমজ্ঞানের দৃষ্টাস্ত। এই প্রবন্ধে আমি সার্বিক ভ্রমজ্ঞান নয়, ব্যক্তিগত 
ভ্রমজ্ঞান নিয়ে আলোচনা করব। দৈনন্দিন জীবনে আমরা অনেক সময়ই আলো 
আঁধারিতে রজ্জুকে সর্প বলে ভুল করি অথবা রৌদ্রকিরণে ঝলমলে শুক্তিকে রজত বলে 
জেনে রজতার্থী হয়ে এগিয়ে AS অর্থাৎ ভ্রমজ্ঞানই আমাদের প্রবৃত্তি নিবৃত্তির কারণ হয়। 
তাহলে প্রশ্ন ওঠে কেন আমাদের এরকম ভ্রমজ্ঞান হয়? প্রশ্ন ওঠে ভ্রমজ্ঞানের বিষয় 
কোনটি? বস্তুটি, না জ্ঞানটি, না আমাদের ব্যবহার? এসব প্রশ্নের উত্তর হিসাবে আমরা 
পেয়েছি ভ্রমজ্ঞান বিষয়ক বিভিন্ন মতবাদ যেমন-_অখ্যাতিবাদ, অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ, 
বিপরীতখ্যাতিবাদ, অনির্বচনীয় খ্যাতিবাদ, সৎখ্যাতিবাদ, আত্মখ্যাতিবাদ, অসংখ্যাতিবাদ 
ইত্যাদি। তবে আমি এই প্রবন্ধে প্রীভাকর মীমাংসক, ন্যায় এবং অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তের দৃষ্টিভঙ্গী 
থেকে খ্যাতিবাদগুলি আলোচনা করব। 

প্রাভাকর মতে জ্ঞান মাত্রই যথার্থ।১ তাহলে শুক্তিকে রজত. বলে ভুল করে 
রজতার্থী হই কেন? এই প্রশ্নের উত্তরে আমরা পাই তাদের ভ্রমজ্ঞান বিষয়ক মতবাদ 
'অখ্যাতিবাদ' | ‘অখ্যাতি’ শব্দের অর্থ হল (অ + খ্যাতি), জ্ঞানাভাব অর্থাৎ বিবেকাগ্রহ। 
যে বিষয়দ্ব় তাদের পার্থক্য জ্ঞানের অভাব ভ্রমজ্ঞানে থাকে বলে এই মতবাদকে 
অখ্যাতিবাদ বলা হয়। 

একথা অস্বীকার করা যায় না যে, রৌদ্রকিরণে চাকচিক্যাদি বশতঃ শুক্তিকে রজত 
বলে জেনে রজতের প্রতি আমাদের প্রবৃত্তি হয়। শুক্তিতে রজত ভ্রম স্থলে “ইদং রজতম্‌ঃ 
জ্ঞানকে আমরা একটি জ্ঞান বলে মনে করি। প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক মতে আসলে সেটি 
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দুটি জ্ঞান২_ইদং-এর প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান ও রজতের স্মৃতিরূপ জ্ঞান! দুটি জ্ঞানই যথার্থ। 
ভ্রান্তি হয় তখনই যখন আমরা দুটি জ্ঞানকে একটি জ্ঞান বলে মনে করি। ইদং যে 
রজত থেকে ভিন্ন একথা আমরা বুঝতে পারিনি বলেই অর্থাৎ ভেদের অগ্রহণ জন্য 
ভ্রান্তি। যা সম্মুখে উপস্থিত এবং যা ইস্ট_এদের ভেদের অগ্রহ বা ভেদাগ্রহ সর্বত্র 
প্রবৃত্তির কারণ। তাই যার কোনোদিন রজতের অনুভব হয়নি তার কখনো শুক্তিতে 
রজত ভ্রম হবে না। শুক্তির সঙ্গে চক্ষু সংযুক্ত হলে রজতের সঙ্গে তার সদৃশ ধর্মগুলির 
প্রত্যক্ষ হয়, ব্যাবর্তক ধর্মগুলির প্রত্যক্ষ হয় না ফলে পূর্বের রজতানুভবের জন্য সংস্কার 
উদ্বুদ্ধ হওয়ায় রজতের স্মৃতি হয়। কিন্তু ইদং-এর প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান ও রজতের স্মৃতি রূপ 
জ্ঞান নিজ নিজ বিষয়কে সম্পূর্ণ প্রকাশ করে না। ইদংকে ইদস্তা বিশিষ্টরূপে প্রত্যক্ষ 
করলেও শুক্তিত্ব বিশিষ্টরূপে প্রত্যক্ষ করি না। অপরপক্ষে রজতের স্মৃতিরূপ জ্ঞানটিও 
সম্পূর্ণ নয়। সম্পূর্ণ স্মৃতি হতে গেলে “সেই রজত’ রূপে জ্ঞান হওয়া দরকার। কিন্তু 
এখানে রজতের স্মৃতি “সেই রজত’ রূপে হয় না। ‘সেই’ অংশের অর্থাৎ তত্বাংশের 
, প্রমোষ হয়। তবে জ্ঞান দুটি পূর্ণাঙ্গ না হলেও অযথার্থ নয়। জ্ঞান দুটি প্রায় একই 
সঙ্গে উৎপন্ন হওয়ায় এবং দুটি জ্ঞানের ভেদ বোধগম্য না হওয়ায় এই দুটি জ্ঞানকে 
এক বলে মনে হয়। জ্ঞানদ্ধয়ের ভেদ না বোঝার জন্য এদের বিষয়ের ভেদ বুঝতে পারি 
না এবং তার ফলেই রজতার্থী হয়ে আমরা সম্মুখস্থ বস্তুটিকে গ্রহণ করতে প্রবৃত্ত হই 
এবং প্রবৃত্তি যখন বিফল হয় তখন এই ব্যবহারের জনকরূপে জ্ঞানটিকে ভ্রান্ত বলি। 
ইদং যে রজত থেকে ভিন্ন তা জানি নি বলেই সম্মুখস্থ বস্তুর প্রতি আমাদের প্রবৃত্তি 
হয়। “ইদত্রজতম্” যে একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান নয়, বাধক জ্ঞানের দ্বারাই তা বোঝা যায়। 
“নেদং রজতম্”__ এরূপ বাধক জ্ঞান হলে দুটি জ্ঞানের কোনোটিই বাধিত হয় at 
বাধক জ্ঞানের দ্বারা রজত আনয়নরূপ ব্যবহারটিই বাধিত হয় এবং তাদের ভেদ বা 
পার্থক্যের গ্রহণ হয়।৪ 

কিন্তু প্রাভাকর সম্মত এই অখ্যাতিবাদ কতটা গ্রহণযোগ্য? এই প্রশ্নের উত্তরে 
নৈয়ায়িক ও অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীর দৃষ্টিভঙ্গী থেকে কিছু আপত্তির উল্লেখ করা হচ্ছে। 

ন্যায়মতে প্রমা জ্ঞানং এবং ভ্রমজ্ঞান উভয়ক্ষেত্রেই আমাদের প্রবৃত্তির কারণ 
ইদংকে রজত বলে জানা। নৈয়ায়িক বলেন ভ্রমজ্ঞানের ক্ষেত্রে ‘ইদং রজত থেকে ভিন্ন 
এটা জানি নি’ অর্থাৎ জ্ঞানাভাব প্রবৃত্তির কারণ হতে পারে না। প্রমার মত ভ্রমের ক্ষেত্রেও 
প্রবৃত্তির কারণ “এটা রজত’ নামক জ্ঞান এবং এটি একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান। প্রাভাকরগণ 
অবশ্য বলতে পারেন ভ্রমজ্ঞানের ক্ষেত্রে প্রবৃত্তির কারণ শুধু জ্ঞানাভাব নয়, সঙ্গে দুটি 
জ্ঞানও আছে। কিন্ত একটু চিন্তা করলেই দেখা যাবে রজতের স্মৃতিরূপ জ্ঞান এবং 
ইদং-এর প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান মিলিত ভাবে রজতের প্রতি প্রবৃত্ত করাতে পারে না। কেননা 
ন্যায়মতে জ্ঞান অপেক্ষা বুদ্ধি ছাড়া) তৃতীয়ক্ষণ বিনাশী বলে তারা মিলিতই হতে 
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পারে না। অপরপক্ষে একথাও বলা যাবে না যে তারা পৃথক পৃথক ভাবে রজতের 
প্রতি প্রবৃত্তির কারণ হয়। ইদং আমাদের অভীষ্ট নয়, অতএব ইদং-এর প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞানে 
রজতের প্রতি প্রবৃত্তির কারণতা নেই। আবার যেহেতু কোন কিছুর স্মৃতি তার প্রতি 
প্রবৃত্ত করাতে পারে না সেহেতু রজতের স্মৃতিরূপ জ্ঞানও রজতের প্রতি প্রবৃত্ত করাতে 
পারবে না 
যুক্তিযুক্ত নয়। শুক্তিতে রজত ভ্রমের পর জ্ঞাতা যখন জানতে পারে “এটা রজত নয়, 
শুক্তি' তখন তার “আমি একে রজত বলে জেনেছিলাম" এই আকারে অনুব্যবসায় 
হয়। আমরা জানি অনুব্যবসায় প্রমাণ করে যে, পূর্বের ব্যবসায় জ্ঞানটি কি প্রকারের? 
কাজেই “আমি একে রজত বলে জেনেছিলাম’ এই অনুব্যবসায় প্রমাণ করে যে “SR 
THOT জ্ঞানটি একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান, প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক কথিত দুটি জ্ঞান নয়। যদি 
তা দুটি জ্ঞান হত তাহলে “আমি পূর্বে একে প্রত্যক্ষ করেছিলাম পরে রজতকে স্মরণ 
করেছিলাম'_এই আকারে অনুব্যবসায় হত। কিন্তু বস্তুতঃ এ আকারে অনুব্যবসায় হয় 
না। 

অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী মতেও অখ্যাতিবাদ গ্রহণযোগ্য নয়। নৈয়ায়িকদের সঙ্গে একমত 
হয়ে অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীও বলেছেন ভ্রমজ্ঞান একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান এবং তার বিষয়ও একটি 
বিশিষ্ট ভাবাত্মক TG | তাছাড়া ভেদের অগ্রহণের জন্য ভ্রান্তি হয়_একথা প্রাভাকরগণ 
বলতেই পারেন না। প্রাভাকর মতে অভাব অধিকরণ স্বরূপ। ভেদও একপ্রকার অভাব, 
যাকে আমরা অন্যোন্যাভাব বলে জানি। ইদং-এর প্রত্যক্ষ ও রজতের স্মৃতি হওয়ার সঙ্গে 
সঙ্গে তাদের ভেদ আমরা জেনে যাব কেন না প্রাভাকর মতে জ্ঞান স্বপ্রকাশ এবং 
দুটি জ্ঞানের ভেদ এ জ্ঞানস্বরূপ। 

কাজেই দেখা গেল নৈয়ায়িক ও অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী উভয়েই প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক 
স্বীকৃত অখ্যাতিবাদ গ্রহণযোগ্য বলে মনে করেন না। তাহলে স্বভাবতই প্রশ্ন উঠবে 
শুক্তি স্থলে ‘ইদং রজতম্‌” বা রজ্জুস্থলে “অয়ং সর্বঃ'-_ এই প্রকার জ্ঞান কীরূপে সম্ভব? 
এই প্রশ্নের উত্তরে নৈয়ায়িক যে ব্যাখ্যা দিয়েছেন তা “অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ' নামে প্রসিদ্ধ 
এবং অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী যে ব্যাখ্যা দিয়েছেন তা “অনির্বচণীয়খ্যাতিবাদ' নামে প্রসিদ্ধ। 

এবার দেখা যাক নৈয়ায়িক স্বীকৃত অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ কাকে বলে? ন্যায় মতে শুক্তি 
রজত বা রজ্জু সর্প ভ্রমস্থলে সম্মুখবর্তী পদার্থটিকে স্বরূপতঃ না জেনে অন্যথা অর্থাৎ 
অন্যরূপে জানি। এই জন্য নৈয়ায়িকদের ভ্রমজ্ঞান বিষয়ক মতবাদটি অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ 
নামে প্রসিদ্ধ! ন্যায় মতে অন্য যে কোনও বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞানে বিষয়ের মত, এই জ্ঞানের 
বিষয়েও বিশেষ্য ও বিশেষণ অংশ থাকে ভ্রম জ্ঞানের স্বাতন্ত্র্য এই যে সেখানে বিশেষ্য 
অংশটি বিশেষণ অংশের সঙ্গে বস্তুতঃ সম্বন্ধযুক্ত থাকে না। কিন্তু তাদের আরোপিত 
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সম্বন্ধের ফলে যে বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞানটি উৎপন্ন হয় তাকেই ভ্রমজ্ঞান বলা হয়। শুক্তিতে ‘ইদং 
রজতম্‌” ভ্রমজ্ঞান স্থলে “শুক্তি” বিশেষ্য এবং ‘রজতত্ব’ বিশেষণ। এরা বস্তুতঃ সম্বন্ধযুক্ত 
নয় অথচ এদের মধ্যে সম্বন্ধ কল্পিত বা আরোপিত হয়! কোন দোষই এই আরোপের 
হেতু। আরোপিত সম্বন্ধের ফলে ‘ইদং রজতম্‌* বলে রজতত্ব বিশিষ্ট শুক্তির জ্ঞান হয়। 
এই ভ্রমজ্ঞানটি প্রত্যক্ষম্বক। নৈয়ায়িক বলেন ইন্দরিয়ার্থ সমিকর্ষ ছাড়া প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান 
হতে পারে atl লৌকিক ইন্দরিয়ার্থ সন্নিকর্ষের ফলে শুক্তির প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান হয়। কিন্ত 
আলোকাভাব, চক্ষু দুর্বলতা ইত্যাদি দোষবশতঃ শুক্তির বিশেষ প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান না হয়ে 
সামান্যাকারে প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান হয়। শুক্তির সামান্যাকারে প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান হলে, পূর্বানুভূত 
রজতের সঙ্গে শুক্তির চাকচিক্যাদি রূপ সাদৃশ্য অনুভূত হয়। ফলে পূর্বানুভবজনিত রজত 
সংস্কারটি উদ্বুদ্ধ হয়। তারপর জ্ঞান লক্ষণ নামক অলৌকিক সন্নিকর্ষ অন্যত্র বর্তমান 
অর্থাৎ দেশাস্তরীয় কালাস্তরীয় রজতকে চক্ষু ইন্দ্রিয়ের সঙ্গে সন্নিকৃষ্ট করে অর্থাৎ 
রজতত্বের প্রত্যক্ষ হয় এবং রজতত্বকে ইদং পদবাচ্য সম্মুখস্থিত পদার্থের বিশেষণরূপে 
HOS করে। ফলে ‘ইদং রজতম্‌’--এরূপ ভ্রমজ্ঞান হয়। এই ভ্রমজ্ঞানে শুক্তি স্বরূপতঃ 
যা সেইরপে প্রত্যক্ষ না হয়ে অন্যরূপে জ্ঞাত হয়। তাই ভ্রমজ্ঞান সম্পর্কে নৈয়ায়িকের 
মত “অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ' নামে পরিচিত। 

ভ্রম প্রত্যক্ষের বিষয় রজত কিন্তু ন্যায় মতে মিথ্যা নয়, সৎ (Real) | রজতত্ব 
শুক্তিতে না থাকলেও GAAS রজতে থাকে। ন্যায় মতে যখন “নেদং রজতম্” এরূপ 
বাধক জ্ঞান হয় তখন শুক্তির সঙ্গে রজতত্বের যে আরোপিত সম্বন্ধ তাই বাধিত হয়। 
উক্ত বাধক জ্ঞানে রজত বাধিত হয় না। অর্থাৎ “ইহা রজত নয়” এই বাধজ্ঞান শুক্তির 
সঙ্গে রজতত্বের সম্বন্ধ বাধিত করে। ন্যায়ের ভাষায় বাধজ্ঞান, ধর্ম রেজতত্ব) ও ধর্মীর 
শুক্তি) এক অধিকরণে থাকার জ্ঞানকে বাধিত করে এবং তারা যে ভিন্ন ভিন্ন অধিকরণে 
থাকে তা প্রতীত করায়। 


অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী যেমন প্রাভাকর সম্মত অখ্যাতিবাদকে গ্রহণযোগ্য বলে মনে 
করেন না তেমনই ন্যায় সম্মত অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদকেও গ্রহণযোগ্য বলে মনে করেন না। 
ন্যায় মতে ভরমজ্ঞানের বিষয় সৎ কেননা জ্ঞানের বিষয় মাত্রই সৎ এবং জ্ঞানাতিরিক্ত। 
তবে বিষয়গুলির পারস্পরিক সম্বন্ধটি বাধিত হয় মাত্র। অর্থাৎ বাধকজ্ঞানের দ্বারা 
বিষয়গুলি নয়, বিষয়গুলির পারস্পরিক সম্বন্ধটি বাধিত হয়। কিন্তু অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীগণ 
বলেন নৈয়ায়িকগণ একথা বলতেই পারেন না যে সম্বন্ধ বাধিত হয়। কেননা বাধক- 
জ্ঞানের দ্বারা সম্বন্ধের বাধ হয়-_একথার অর্থ হল অসৎ-এর বাধকে স্বীকার করা। কিন্তু 
ন্যায় মতে অসৎ-এর নিষেধ হয় কী? 

তাছাড়াও অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী নৈয়ায়িক সম্মত জ্ঞানলক্ষণ সন্নিকর্ষ মানেন না। কারণ 
এরকম ARES মানলে গুরুতর দোষ হয়। একথা অস্বীকার করা যায় না যে “সুরভি 
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চন্দন দেখছি'__আমাদের এরকমের অনুভব হয়! কিন্তু সৌরভ চক্ষু ইন্দ্রিয়ের গ্রাহ্য 
বিষয় না হলেও, এক্ষেত্রে চক্ষু দিয়েই সৌরভের প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান হচ্ছে। এই জ্ঞানের 
ব্যাখ্যা করার জন্য নৈয়ায়িক জ্ঞানলক্ষণ সন্নিকর্ষ মানেন। আগে আমার সৌরভের ঘ্রাণজ 
প্রত্যক্ষ হয়েছিল। এখন চন্দন কাঠটির চাক্ষুষ প্রত্যক্ষের ফলে এ সৌরভের স্মরণ হয়। 
এই স্মৃতিরূপ জ্ঞানটি চক্ষু ইন্দ্রিয় ও সৌরভের মধ্যে সন্নিকর্ষ রূপে কাজ করে বলেই 
সৌরভের চাক্ষুষ প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান হয়। কিন্তু অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীরা বলেন লৌকিক সমিকর্ষে 
যেই বিষয়ের প্রত্যক্ষ হয় না, অলৌকিক সন্নিকর্ষ (জ্ঞানলক্ষণ সন্নিকর্ষ) ছারা তার প্রত্যক্ষ 
জ্ঞানের উপপাদন করলে, যেকোন অনুমিতিই প্রত্যক্ষ পদবাচ্য হয়ে যাবে। যেমন পর্বতে 
ধূমের প্রত্যক্ষ দ্বারা বহ্নির অনুমান স্থলে ন্যায়সম্মত জ্ঞানলক্ষণ সন্নিকর্ষ মানলে, বহ্নির 
জ্ঞানটিকেও প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞান বলা যেতে পারে। কারণ লৌকিক সম্নিকর্ষে বহি প্রত্যক্ষীভূত 
না হলেও, জ্ঞানলক্ষণ সন্িকর্ষের দ্বারা প্রত্যক্ষ জ্ঞানের বিষয় হতে পারে। ফলে অনুমিতি 
মাত্রেরই উচ্ছেদ ঘটে।* 
বাধক জ্ঞানের প্রকৃত তাৎপর্য থাকে কী? ভ্রান্ত জ্ঞাতা যখন জানে “নেদং রজতম্” তখন 
এই বাধক জ্ঞানের দ্বারা রজতের ত্রৈকালিক নিষেধ হয়। কিন্তু এখানকার রজত অন্য 
জায়গায় থাকলে যো নৈয়ায়িকরা মনে করেন) রজতের Casters নিষেধ সম্ভভ হবে 
কি করে? যে রজত আমি দেখছি তা কোথাও নেই-_এটাই বাধক জ্ঞানের প্রকৃত তাৎপর্য। 
অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী তাই বলেন ‘ইদং রজতম্‌’ এবং “নেদং রজতম্‌”_-এই দুটি বাক্যের প্রতি 
সুবিচার করতে হলে ভ্রমের বিষয় মিথ্যা রজতকেই বলতে হবে | এখানে “মিথ্যা” শব্দটির 
অর্থ হল অনির্বচনীয় অর্থাৎ যা সৎ বলেও বচনীয় নয়, অসৎ বলেও বচনীয় নয়! কাজেই 
অদ্বৈত বেদান্ত মতে একথা বলা যায় না যে ভ্ৰমে দেশাস্তরে ও কালাস্তরে |S বস্তুর 
বর্তমান প্রত্যক্ষ হয়। আবার একথাও বলা যায় না যে ACT সম্মুখে অবস্থিত বস্তুর এখন 
এবং এখানে SH’ রূপে যে প্রত্যক্ষ হয় তা স্মৃতি জ্ঞানের দ্বারা সম্ভব। 
শক্করের মতে ভ্রমের ক্ষেত্রে অজ্ঞান বা অবিদ্যা উপস্থিত বস্তুর, যেমন শুক্তির, 
আকারকে আবৃত করে এবং সে স্থলে রজতকে আরোপ BA | রজত অবিদ্যার সাময়িক 
সৃষ্টি। শুক্তিকে শুক্তি বলে জানলে শুক্তিতে রজত দর্শন অসম্ভব। শুক্তির অজ্ঞানের 
জন্যই শুক্তিতে রজতের ভ্রান্তি উৎপন্ন হয়। অবিদ্যা বা অজ্ঞানের দুটি কাজ-_-আবরণ 
ও বিক্ষেপ। অজ্ঞান যেমন সত্য জিনিসকে ঢেকে দেয় আবরণ) তেমনই আবার অন্য 
আরেকটি জিনিস তাতে প্রকাশিতও করে (বিক্ষেপ)। আমরা শুক্তির অজ্ঞানজন্য যখন 
শুক্তিতে রজত দেখি, তখন শুক্তির অজ্ঞান যেমন শুক্তিকে আবৃত করে তেমনই আবার 
শুক্তিতে রজত বিক্ষেপও করে। যেহেতু রজত সাক্ষাৎ প্রতীতির বিষয় হয় সেহেতু 
রজত অসৎ নয়। আবার শুক্তি জ্ঞানের দ্বারা বাধিত হয় বলে তা সৎও নয়। তাই 
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অদ্বৈত বেদান্ত মতে ভ্রমের বিষয় রজত মিথ্যা অর্থাৎ Hes নয়, অসৎও নয়, মানে, 
ভ্রমের বস্তু অনির্বচনীয়। তাই ভ্রমজ্ঞান বিষয়ক অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীর মত অনির্বচনীয়- 
খ্যাতিবাদ নামে পরিচিত। 

অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীর মত মেনে নিলে অর্থাৎ ভ্রমের বিষয়টি মিথ্যা রজত হলে 
রজতের ত্রৈকালিক নিষেধ সম্ভব হয় কি করে? কেননা একক্ষণের জন্য হলেও 
প্রতীতিমাত্র শরীর হওয়ায় ভ্রমের বিষয়ের ব্রৈকালিক নিষেধ সম্ভব হয় কি? এর উত্তরে 
কেউ কেউ বলেছেন শুক্তিতে রজত ভ্রমের ক্ষেত্রে প্রত্যক্ষ হয় প্রাতিভাসিক রজতের, 
আর নিষেধ হয় ব্যবহারিক রজতের। 

অবশ্য এখানে পুনরায় আপত্তি ওঠে যে--যার প্রত্যক্ষ হবে তারই নিষেধ হবে-_ 
এটাই নিয়ম। কিন্তু এখানে প্রত্যক্ষ হচ্ছে প্রীতিভাসিক রজতের আর নিষেধ হচ্ছে 
ব্যাবহারিক রজতের-_এটা কী করে সম্ভব? এই আপত্তির উত্তরে কেউ কেউ বলেছেন 
প্রাতিভাসিক রজতের নিষেধ হয় ব্যবহারিকত্ব ধর্ম পুরুস্কারে। অবশ্য যারা ব্যধিকরণ 
ধর্ম স্বীকার করেন না তারা বলেন প্রাতিভাসিক রজতের উৎপত্তির সঙ্গে সঙ্গে সেখানে 
মিথ্যা ব্যবহারিকত্ব ধর্মেরও উৎপত্তি হয়। 

একথা ঠিক খ্যাতিবাদের মত বিশাল ও জটিল বিষয়ে কোন স্থির সিদ্ধান্তে আসা 
খুবই কঠিন। তবে আমার এই প্রবন্ধে আলোচিত অখ্যাতিবাদ, অন্যথাখ্যাতিবাদ ও 
অনির্বনীয়খ্যাতিবাদের মধ্যে অন্যথাখ্যতিবাদই অধিকতর যুক্তি সঙ্গত বলে মনে হয়। 
প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক স্বীকৃত অখ্যাতিবাদে ভ্রমজ্ঞানের যেভাবে ব্যাখ্যা দেওয়া হয়েছে তা 
আমাদের অনুভব বিরোধী। দৈনন্দিন জীবনে আমরা ভ্রমজ্ঞানকে যেভাবে পাই তাতে 
কোন মতেই অস্বীকার করা যায় না যে ভ্রমজ্ঞান একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান। কেন না আমরা 
রজত বলে জানা? । প্রবৃত্তি বিফল হলে এ বিফল প্রবৃত্তির জনক জ্ঞানকে ল্রমজ্ঞান বলি। 
অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী ভ্রমজ্ঞানকে একটি বিশিষ্ট জ্ঞান বলে মানলেও ভ্রমজ্ঞানের বিষয়কে 
যেভাবে “মিথ্যা” বলে বর্ণনা করেছেন তা আমাদের সাধারণের অনুভবের দিক থেকে 
মেনে নিতে যেন একটু অসুবিধা হয়। কেননা ভ্রমের বিষয়কে “মিথ্যা” বললে বাধক 
জ্ঞানের দ্বারা তার ত্রৈকালিক নিষেধ সম্ভব হয় বলে মনে হয় না কেন না একক্ষণের 
জন্য হলেও তো প্রতীতিমাত্র শরীর হয়। অবশ্য অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তীরা বলেছেন প্রাতিভাসিক 
রজতের নিষেধ হয় ব্যবহারিক ধর্ম পুরস্কারে আর যারা ব্যধিকরণ ধর্ম স্বীকার করেন 
না তাদের জন্য অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী বলেছেন প্রাতিভাসিক রজতের উৎপত্তির সঙ্গে সঙ্গে 
সেখানে মিথ্যা ব্যবহারিক ধর্মেরও উৎপত্তি হয়। কিন্তু সেই মিথ্যা ব্যবহারিকত্ব ধর্মও তো 
অল্পক্ষণের জন্য হলেও প্রতীতিমাত্র শরীর হয়। তাই পূর্বের আপত্তি তো থেকেই যায়। 

তবে নৈয়ায়িক যে বলেছেন SCT দেশাস্তরে ও কালাস্তরে YB বস্তুর বর্তমান 
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কিন্ত আমরা সহজেই অনুভবে বুঝতে পারি। অবশ্য অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তী আপত্তি করে 
বলেছেন পারস্পরিক সন্বন্ধের বাধকে মেনে নেওয়ার অর্থ অসৎ'-এর নিষেধকে মনে 
নেওয়া। কিন্তু এক্ষেত্রে বলা যায় নৈয়ায়িক তো বিষয়গুলির পারস্পরিক সম্বন্ধকে অলীক 
বলেন নি। ভ্রমজ্ঞানের ক্ষেত্রে বিশেষ্য বিশেষণের আরোপিত সম্বন্ধটি অন্যত্র তো 
সত্যি! তাই ভমজ্ঞান বিষয়ক প্রাভাকর মীমাংসক, ন্যায় ও অদ্বৈত বেদাস্তের ভাবনার 
মধ্যে ন্যায়ের ভাবনাই অধিকতর যুক্তি সঙ্গত বলে মনে হয়। 
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কোলকাতা, ১৩৯০ বঃ। 
, ২। ধর্মরাজাধবরীন্দ্, বেদান্ত পরিভাষা (অনুবাদ পঞ্চানন ভট্টাচার্য্য), সংস্কৃত পুস্তক ভান্ডার, 
কোলকাতা, ১৩৭৭ বঃ। 
Ol মাধবাচার্য, সর্বদর্শন সংগ্রহ (অনুবাদ সত্যজ্যোতি চক্রবর্তী), ২য় খণ্ড, সাহিত্যশ্রী, 
কোলকাতা, ১৩৮৬ বঃ। 
81 সেন, দেবব্রত, ভারতীয় দর্শন, পঃ বঙ্গ রাজ্য পুস্তক পর্যদ, কোলকাতা, ১৯৯২। 
¢| Bhattacharya, Chandrodaya, The Elements of Indian Logic and 
Epistemology, Modern Book Agency, Kolkata, 1962. 


| Bhattacharya, Gopinath, Tarkasamgraha-Dipika on Tarkasamgraha, 
Progressive Publishers, Kolkata, 1976. 
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Import of Words—A Nyaya Approach 
Mridula Bhattacharyya 


Abstract: The paper establishes the Nyāya theory of meaning, refuting 
the rival theories. According to Prācīna Nyāya, the individual, universal 
and configuration conjointly constitute the import of a word. Their 
predominance and subservience in the denotation vary in different usages. 
According to Navya Nyāya, a word denotes the individual qualified by the 
universal. 


Introduction 


Articulate speech is the best means of communication. Language 
is used and words are spoken only to communicate information to 
a hearer or a group of hearers. This leads to the construction of 
a general theory of meaning. It provides an explanation of how 
the hearer has a verbal cognition from the spoken words of a 
reliable person. But the Indian philosophers differ widely in regard 
to the treatment of smallest units of expression and thought. While 
the Prābhākara Mīmārnsakas and the Grammarians regard sentence 
and sentence-meaning as the smallest units of expression and 
thought respectively, the Naiyāyikas and the Bhatta Mimarhsakas 
consider word and word-meaning to be the minimum units of 
expression and thought respectively. However, all systems of Indian 
Philosophy admit that words are the constituent parts of a sentence. 
Notably, there is a storm of controversy among the philosophers 
over the import of a word. In the present paper the Vyāya position 
will be taken into consideration. 


Gotama, the author of the Nydyasiitra, spends much energy in 
dealing with the theories of word-meaning. He deals with three 
principal theories of word-meaning, namely the individual theory 
(vyaktivāda), the universal theory (jātivadā) and the configuration 
theory (ākrtivāda) as admitted by the opponents. The first theory is 
admitted by Vyādi, a grammarian, the second by the Mimarhsakas 
and the Advaita Vedāntins and the third by Vājapyāyana, another 
grammarian. The individualist (vyaktivadin) holds that the indivi- 


90 


dual (vyakti) i.e. composite body is denoted by a word, inasmuch 
as all usages involving the term ‘that which’, grouping, giving, 
possession, number, enlargement, contraction, compounding and 
procreation pertain to an individual.! The exponent of the theory of 
Individual claims that the individual can legitimately be regarded 
as the import of word because it alone serves a practical purpose. 
When one asks anybody to bring a cow, he brings an individual 
‘cow’, not a universal existing in all cows. The Universalist 
(Jativadin) maintains that the universal (jati) is the denoted sense 
of a word because the universal cowness is the first thing cognized 
when the word ‘cow’ is heard. The individual may be considered 
as the secondary import of a word for practical purposes.* The 
upholder of the configuration theory holds that it is the configu- 
ration (2171) which is denoted by a word.? 


Gotama and all Prācīna Nydya philosophers reject the above 
theories. According to the first theory, a word denotes the indivi- 
dual pure and simple. But in the expressions like ‘that cow which 
is standing’, ‘that cow which is seated’, the word ‘cow’ does not 
denote the simple individual without any reference to the class to 
which it belongs. If the word ‘cow’ denoted a particular cow, then 
it would be illegitimate to use the same term to denote another 
cow.* The Prācīna Naiyāyikas argue that the universal by itself 
cannot be considered as the denotation of the word, as the manife- 
station of the universal depends upon the apprehension of the 
individual and the configuration.» The teachers of Pracina Nyāya 
do not accept the configuration theory also. They argue that the 
configuration of a thing is as particular as the thing itself. No two 
cows can be regarded as having the same configuration. So mere 
configuration cannot be the import of word as this theory is vitiated 
by the defects of infinite in number (Gnantya) and inconstancy 
(vyabhicara).§ 

Gotama proclaims that none of the theories of meaning 
mentioned above gives the whole truth. So after refutation of the 
above theories he presents the Nyāya position in the aphorism 
*yyaktyākrtijātayastu 17422775217”. He affirms that any of the three 
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—the universal, the individual and the configuration—cannot be the 
import of a word by itself. He declares that the universal alone 
cannot be the import of the word, as its manifestation depends on 
the configuration and the individual. So, according to him, all the 
three conjointly form the import of a word. As a matter of fact, the 
individual (vyakti), the universal (jati) and the configuration (Gkrti) 
are denoted by the word. When the word ‘cow’ is uttered, any 
person who is aware of its denotative power (Sakti) will understand 
an individual cow, the cowness and the configuration of the animal 
simultaneously. So the theory formulated by Gotama is called the 
theory of composite denotation. 


A question may arise here in the mind of an inquisitive reader: 
Does a word have three denotations? Visvanatha in the Vyāyasūtra- 
vrtti holds that the singular number given in the word 17222717721 
occurring in the above aphorism vyaktākrtijātayastu padārthah 
implies that all the three-the individual, the universal and the 
configuration-conjointly constitute a single denotation of a word.8 

A fresh question may be raised here: Which one of the three is 
predominant in the denotation and which two are subordinate 
factors? Uddyotakara in the Nydyavarttika meets the question by 
saying that the term tu given in the aphorism implies that there is 
no hard and fast rule as to which is the predominant and which the 
subordinate factor.? Actually, the predominance and subservience 
vary in different usages. When the distinctive feature of a thing is 
meant to be emphasized and the cognition brought about is one 
pertaini':.g to the distinctive features of that thing, then the 
individual (vyakti) is what is denoted by the word, the configuration 
an. the universal being only subordinate factors. As in the 
expressions ‘the cow is standing’ (gaustisthati), ‘the cow is seated’ 
(gaurnisanneti) the individual cow is denoted by the word ‘cow’, the 
cowness and the configuration of the animal being only subordinate 
factors. That to which the verbs ‘to stand’ and ‘to sit’ are applicable 
is to be understood as the denotation of the word ‘cow’. The verbs 
‘to stand’ and ‘to sit’ are applicable to the individual cow alone, not 
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to either the cowness or to the configuration of cow. So in the above 


expressions the individual cow is denoted by the word ‘cow’.!® 


Uddyotakara further points out that in some cases predominance 
of the universal is known in the denotation. When the difference of 
a thing is not meant to be emphasized, and the cognition pertains 
to its commonalities, then the universal (jāti) is to be considered as 
the import of the word. As in the expression ‘the cow should not be 
touched with the feet’ (gaur na pada sprastavya) the cowness is the 
predominant, and the individual cow and its configuration are 
subordinate factors.!! Uddyotakara maintains that in some usages the 
configuration (ākriti) is the predominant factor in the denotation of 
a word, and the other two being only subordinate factors. Vātsyāyana 
in the Vyāyabhāsya does not cite an example. But Uddyotakara in 
the Nyd@yavarttika mentions that in the expression ‘make the cows 
of rice-flour’ (pistakamayyo gāvah kriyantām) the configuration of 


cow is denoted by the word ‘cow’.!? 


Jayanta, a versatile Prācīna Nyāya philosopher, does not always 
share the views of his predecessors. In analysing the import of the 
word also he presents a novel theory. In the Nya@yamajfijari he 
proclaims that both the universal and the individual are denoted by 
the word. When a word is uttered, a person, who is aware of its 
denotative power (Sakti) cognizes the individual (vyakti) qualified by 
the universal (jati). The order ‘give a cow’ refers to the individual 
cow qualified by the universal cowness. Jayanta is of the view that 
the word does not denote a specific individual, but any individual 
which is the substrate of the universal. So the word ‘cow’ does denote 
any individual cow which is the substrate of the universal cowness.!* 


Like Jayanta Bhatta, the Navya Nyāya philosophers advocate 
the theory of jātivišistavyaktišakti. But they interpret the theory 
differently. They are of the opinion that it is quite in the fitness of 
things to hold that the individual is the import of a word. As there is 
no limit to the number of the individuals, the particular individuals 
denoted by a word should be determined by the universal that 
underlines all the individuals. So they hold that the individual as 
determined by the universal or any generic property constitutes the 
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import of a word. When a word ‘cow’ is uttered, it applies to all 
individual cows which are selected by the universal property 
‘cowness’. This property need not be a universal in the technical 
sense of Nydya. But it is necessary that this property that determines 
the objects must be a property of the objects themselves. 
Vigvanatha, a neo-logician, in the Siddhāntamuktāvalī establishes 
the Navya Nyāya theory of word-meaning, refuting the theories of 
vyaktišakti and jatigakti. He argues that neither the mere individual 
nor the mere universal can be the import of a word. He refutes the 
theory of vyaktifakti from the Prabhakara point of view. The 
Prābhākara Mimamsaka holds that a word denotes the universal, not 
the individual because in that case there would be inconstancy 
(vyabhicāra) and the denotative power (Sakti) would be infinite in 
number (Gnantya).!* Visvanatha rejects the theory of jātisakti on the 
ground that according to the jatifaktivada, the determinant of the 
state of being the thing (sakyatāvacchedaka) would be cumbersome, 
as it involves all particular individuals. But according to Navya 
Nyaya, all particular individuals are denoted by one and the same 
denotative power (Sakti) of a word. So in the Navya Nyāya theory 
of meaning the question of infinite denotative powers of a word does 
not arise.!© Visvanatha maintains that a word denotes the particular 
individual qualified by the particular jati and dkrti.!” He interprets 
the term ākrti in the sense of relation (sambandha) between vyakti 
and jāti, not in the sense of configuration. He uses the term jafi in 
the sense of the universal or any property of the objects themselves 
that determines the objects i.e. Sakyatāvacchedaka. In the denoted 
sense of a word the particular individual is cognized as $akyatā, jati 
as Sakyatavacchedaka and ākrti as relation of Sakyativacchedaka. 
So according to Navya Nyāya, the word ākāša denotes the ether 
qualified by the property ākāšatva, a property that determines 
ākāša, and ākāša alone 


Finding 
The individual, universal and their relation are cognized as the 
denotation of a word, not the configuration of the individual. 
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Discourse on possibility of Omniscience 
(58759102658) in Vaišesika Philosophy 


Soma Chakraborty 


In Indian philosophy the Pūrva-Mīmāmsā school does not admit the 
possibility of yogaja pratyaksa. Not only that they also deny the 
possibility of omniscience or sarvajfatva. On the other hand 
Vaišesika thinkers admit the possibility of yogaja pratyaksa as well 
as the possibility of omniscience or sarvajfatva. Vaišesika thinkers 
maintain that the yogins are omniscient beings, since due to the 
presence of a special kind of virtue that has been attained by the 
practice of yoga, they become able to perceive anything by their 
mind. In this paper, I have tried to establish the possibility of 
omniscience after refuting the opinion of Piirva~-Mimamsakas. This 
paper has been divided into two sections. In the first section I have 
discussed two inferences that have been given by the Piirva- 
Mīmāmsakas and Vaišesikas, respectively. Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas gave 
the inference to refute the possibility of human omniscience. On 
the other hand VaiSesika thinkers gave another inference to establish 
the possibility of omniscience after rejecting the position of the 
Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas. All these points have been discussed in the 
first section. In the second section I have tried to clear the concept 
of omniscience after following the Vaigesika school. 


I 


In his Slokavarttika, Kumārila gives many arguments for refuting 
the possibility of omniscience. The reason for this is the fact that 
according to the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, merit (dharma) and demerit 
(adharma) can be known only from Vedic injunctions and 
prohibitions, and this view has been stated in Mimamsasutra 1.1.2, 
which reads as “codandlaksuno 'rtho dharmah.” If the possibility 
of acquiring omniscience through the practice of meditation (yoga) 
or austerities (tapasyā) is admitted, then such omniscient persons 
would also know dharma and adharma independently ‘of Vedic 
sentences, and the unique status accorded to the Veda-s by the 
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Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas would no longer be tenable. Hence, the Pūrva- 
Mīmāmsakas deny the possibility of human omniscience. In this 
connection, we should consider the following inference: “yogin-s 
cannot perceive imperceptible objects, because they are living 
beings; e.g. persons like us.” Here, ‘yogin-s’, ‘the property of 
being a living being’ and absence of the capacity of perceiving 
imperceptible objects’ are the subject, probans and probandum, 
respectively.! This inference can be formulated also in the following 
manner: “The sense-organs of the yogin-s cannot apprehend all sorts 
of objects, since those are sense-organs, e.g. the sense-organs of 
us.”2 ‘The sense-organ of the yogins’ functions here as the subject, 
‘absence of the capacity of apprehending all sorts of objects’ is the 
probandum, and the property of being a sense-organ is the probans. 
According to the Vaišesikas, none of these two inferences can be 
considered as valid. In connection with the first inference, it may 
be asked whether any human being or a particular type of human 
being can be treated as the subject of this inference (in other words, 
whether the term ‘yogin’ is applicable to any human being, or to 
a particular type of human being). If the first alternative is admitted, 
then there will be the defect known as siddhasādhana (i.e. 
establishing what is already established), because all the human 
beings are not admitted even by the VaiSesikas as the perceivers of 
imperceptible objects. On the other hand, if the second alternative 
is admitted, then the previous inference will be vitiated by the defect 
known as paksāsiddhi or GSraydsiddhi, because the very existence 
of yogin-s is not admitted by the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas.* The 
proponents then maintain that neither the existence of yogin-s, nor 
their capacity of perception of imperceptible objects can be denied. 
For them, perceptibility of imperceptible objects by the yogin-s can 
be established by the evidence that establishes the existence 
(dharmigrahaka pramāņa) of the yogin-s. Thus, it is clear here that 
the opinion of the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas is not acceptable.” 

The Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, however, stick to their position. In 
favour of their standpoint, they argue further that the inferences 
_ Stated above have been given for prasarigasādhana, i.e. they have 
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been given not for establishing their own opinion, but for refuting 
the opinion of others, who admit the possibility of omniscience. 
Hence. the refutation of the possibility of yogin-s is not at all 
impossible. Now, the question is—whether such prasarigasādhana 
can be considered as anumdna pramana or it should be included in 
some other pramāņa. If the first alternative is admitted, then the 
presence of the prior apprehension of the determinandum (dkarmī) 
cannot be denied, because inferential cognition about a certain 
object is not possible without the prior apprehension of that object. 
Moreover, in the case of parārthānumāna, the person who applies 
a statement, having five components (paficdvayavavdkya), actually 
wants to produce a similar cognition in others. Now, an inference 
cannot be considered as anumāna pramana unless the prior appre- 
hension of the subject (paksa) of that inference is admitted by both 
the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas and the Vaišesikas. Otherwise, even the 
following argument also will be considered as anumāna pramana: 
“sky-lotus is fragrant, because it is a lotus; e.g. lotus grown in 
water.” It is well known that the subject of this inference (viz. sky- 
lotus) is indeed a fictional or non-existent entity, and hence, this 
inference suffers from the defect known as āšrayāsiddhi. For the 
same reason, if the very possibility of yogin-s is denied by the 
Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, then the inference that has been previously 
given by them cannot be considered as anumāna pramāņa.” 


Moreover, since no one is certain about the fact that the living 
beings can never be the rule of invariable concomitance between 
the probandum, viz. lack of omniscience (asarvajfiatva) and the 
probans, viz. the property of being a living being (prdnitva) is 
indeed open to doubt, and not certain. Indeed, the contradiction 
between the property of being a living being (prānitva) and 
omniscience (sarvajfatva) has not also been established before with 
any certainty. That is why there is no impossibility in admitting the 
fact that the yogin-s can be omniscient, although they are living 
beings like us. It is true that the two properties prāņitva and 
asarvajfiatva co-exist in living beings like us, but for that reason, 
it does not follow therefrom that we are not omniscient, since we 


99 


ক 


are living beings. In fact, we are not omniscient, since the virtue 
that can be attained due to continuous practice of yoga is absent 
in us. Now, since no one is certain about the alleged invariable 
relation between the properties of being a living being and lack of 
omniscience, the abovementioned inferences that have been given 
by the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas cannot be considered as valld.$ Now, let 
us consider the following inference that has been given by the 
VaiSesikas for establishing the possibility of omniscience: “Atoms 
etc. that are not perceived by us must be the object of perception of 
someone, since they can be the objects of veridical non-reproductive 
cognition (prameya); e.g. jar etc.” ‘Atoms etc” (paramdnvddayah), 
‘the property of being perceptible by someone (kasyacitpratyak- 
sagocaratva), ‘the property of being the object of veridical non- 
reproductive cognition (prameyatva)’ and ‘jar etc. (ghatadi)’ feature 
respectively as the subject, probandum, probans and example in this 
inference. Here, the probans prameyatva cannot be considered as 
the defective probans of the asiddha type, since it is present in the 
subject atom etc. Since there is actually the relation of invariable 
concomitance between the probans, viz. prameyatva and the 
probandum, viz. kasyacitpratyaksagocaratva, prameyatva cannot 
also be considered as a defective probans of the svyabhicāra type. 
It cannot also be treated as an instance of viruddha hetu, because 
such probans is not uniformly associated with the absence of the 
probandum. Since the probans prameyatva has no such counter- 
probans by which the absence of the probandum can be proved in 
the subject, it cannot also be considered as the faulty probans of 
satpratipaksa type.” 

In this connection, it should be noted that it is true that although 
in the case of inference, we cognise the invariable concomitance 
in a general manner, but from that, it does not follow that the 
probandum in general must always be inferred from the probans in 
general. Indeed, in most of the cases, we infer some particular 
instance of the probandum from the apprehension of some 
particular instance of the probans. Thus, in the case under 
consideration, we actually infer the existence of a particular type 
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of human being, viz. yogin-s as the perceiver of the atoms etc. from 
the apprehension of the probans prameyatva that is present in the 
atoms etc. 10 

The Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas may raise an objection against the 
abovementioned inference formulated by the Vaigesikas. They 
maintain that this inference cannot be considered as a valid one, 
since the probandum (viz. property of being perceptible by 
someone) is not present in the subject of this inference. In fact 
properties like mahattva, udbhūtarūpavattva etc. are essential for 
the perception of the external substances. On the other hand, 
ātmatva (i.e. selfhood) is essential for perception of any substance 
by the internal organ. Atoms etc. possess neither ātmatva, nor 
mahattva accompanied by udbhūtta-rūpavattva. Hence, atoms etc. 
cannot be apprehended either through external perception or 
through internal perception. Now, if atoms etc. can never be the 
objects of perception, then it is needless to admit the existence of 
the yogin-s as the perceivers of the atoms etc. Therefore, according 
to the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, the possibility of any omniscient being 
cannot be established by the abovementioned inference.!! The 
Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas also maintain that the said inference given by 
the ৬৪159511095 tor establishing the existence of yogin-s is similar to 
the following bogus inferences: 


i) The atoms of earth are the substrata of the dyads of water, 
because they are prameya-s; e.g. the atoms of water. 


ii) Taste can be apprehended by the visual sense-organ, because 
it is a prameya, e.g. colour. 

None of these two inferences can be considered as admissible by 
anyone. Therefore, the inference that has been given by the 
Vaišesikas to establish the existence of some omniscient being can 
not also be considered as admissible. It can be urged here further 
that external sense-organs like visual sense-organ can grasp only 
what is proximate and present, while the internal sense-organ can 
not, by itself, grasp any external object. Hence, entities like dharma 
and adharma can never be apprehended by our sense-organs. 
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Such objections raised by the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas can be easily 
answered. In fact, the preliminary statements of those two pseudo- 
inferences regarding the atoms of earth etc. are self-contradictory 
statements. It is true that atoms can be the inherent cause 
(ārambhaka) of some homogeneous effect, but from that, it cannot 
be concluded that a certain atom can be considered as the inherent 
cause (Grambhaka) of any heterogeneous effect whatsoever. That is 
why atoms of earth cannot be the inherent cause of the dyads of 
water, and thereby become the substrata of the latter. Hence, the 
preliminary statement of the first inference must be considered as 
a self-contradictory statement. Similarly the preliminary statement 
of the second inference can also be shown to be a self-contradictory 
statement. Indeed, it is not the case that anything whatsoever can 
be received by any sense-organ whatsoever. Among the twenty four 
kinds of qualities, taste can be apprehended only by the gustatory 
sense-organ. On the other hand, colour canbe apprehended only by 
the visual sense-organ. So, it is evident that the visual sense-organ 
cannot apprehend any taste.!” 


II 


Now, let us try to clear the concept of omniscience. In his 
ŠIokavārttika Kumārila Bhatta raises the guestion—what do we 
understand by the term ‘omniscient’? Does an omniscient being 
apprebend something with the help of all the six pramāņa-s that 
have been admitted by the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, or is he able to 
apprehend everything by only one pramana? For Kumārila, if the 
first alternative is admitted, then they have no objection against the 
possibility of omniscience, since in that case, just like an ordinary 
people, an omniscient being also will have to apprehend the 
merit and demerit (dharmādharmau) from Vedic injunctions 
(codanāvākya-s).!* 

On the other hand, if the second alternative is admitted. then the 
Bhātta Mīmāmsakas are not ready to admit the possibility of 
omniscience, because in that case, we have to admit the possibility 
of such a situation where an omniscient being becomes able to 
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perceive taste by the visual sense-organ. But it is not a fact that any 
thing whatsoever can be perceived by any sense-organ whatsoever. 
There is indeed a rule depending upon which a certain object can 
be received only by a particular sense-organ. If the second 
alternative is admitted, then such a rule will be violated. Hence, 
the second alternative also is not tenable.!” In response to this 
objection, it can be said that such a rule is indeed applicable only 
to the ordinary people, and they are not able to perceive taste by 
the visual sense-organ in violation of such a rule. But due to their 
austere ascetic practices, saints like Buddha and some others attain 
the transcendental vision by which they are able to perceive 
everything, and hence, those persons can be considered as 
omniscient beings. Kumārila is not satisfied with this answer. He 
maintains that the nature of a certain pramāņa remains the same 
in all the situations, and its nature cannot differ from person to 
person as well as from time to time. Hence, the so-called omniscient 
beings cannot also apprehend everything with the help of only one 
pramāņa.l* 

Kumārila further opines that the specific capacity of an 
individual may differ from person to person, and that capacity can 
also be increased due to austere ascetic practice or practice of 
yoga. But such a capacity cannot attain that height due to which 
a person becomes able to violate the pramāņavyavasthā [i.e. that 
every pramāņa operates within certain restrictions; e.g. through 
perception, one can know only those objects that are (i) perceptible, 
(ii) present and (iii) proximate], and cognise everything by only one 
pramāņa.!! Moreover, the object that is present now alone can be 
apprehended through perception. Merit and demerit, which are 
respectively the results of the righteous actions and wrong actions, 
are indeed the future objects; and hence, such objects cannot be 
perceived. Hence, the conclusion can be drawn that one cannot 
apprehend everything by pratyaksa pramāņa.!% 

According to Kumārila, everything cannot be apprehended even 
by proper anumāna pramana. It is well known that something can 
be inferred only in the presence of the certain inferential probans 
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etc. (1222). Now, since there is no such inferential probans of 
merit as well as demerit, merit and demerit cannot be cognised 
through inference. Just like merit and demerit, there are so many 
objects that are not knowable through inference.!? Kumārila then 
gives some other inferences by which the absence or non-existence 
of omniscience can be established. Such inferences are as follows: 


i) The past time is devoid of the omniscient being, because it 
possesses timeness; e.g. the present time. 


ii) Gautama Buddha is not an omniscient being, because he is a 
human being; e.g. ourselves.?° 


According to Kumārila, the possibility of omniscience cannot be 
established by testimony either. In fact, in that case, the omniscience 
of Buddha and others likewise will be established only by depending 
upon their own testimonies, and those testimonies will be 
considered as pramāņa only by depending upon the omniscience of 
them. Thus, there will arise the defect known as mutual dependence 
or interdependence (annyonyasraya).”!, 

The possibility of omniscience cannot be established even by the 
eternal testimony, because such eternal testimonies tell us nothing 
about omniscience. Here, it should be noted that Mīmāmsakas 
recognise the Veda-s, as the eternal testimony, since for them the 
Veda-s are apauruseya, i.e. they are not written by any person.*” 
Of course, one can say here that in the Veda-s there are some 
statements, which support the possibility of omniscience. But 
Kumārila holds that those statements are indeed laudatory state- 
ments (arthavdda-s), and hence, can be considered neither as 
injunctions (vidhi-s) nor as prohibitions (nisedha-s).”” In this 
connection, it must be pointed out that in the Veda-s, there are some 
statements that advise us to do something, and those statements 
are called vidhivākya-s. There are some other statements, which 
advise us not to do something, and such statements are known as 
nisedhavākya-s. In the Veda-s, there are some other statements 
called arthavāda-s, which are different from both the vidhivākya- 
s and nisedhavākya-s. Arthavāda-s are such statements that neither 
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advise us to do something nor exhort us not to do something; and 
such statements are not to be understood in their literal sense. From 
the discussion hitherto made, it is clear to us that for Bhātta 
Mīmāmsakas, the possibility of human omniscience cannot be 
established by any accredited source of knowledge.** 


It has been stated before that the Nyāya-Vaišesika thinkers 
maintain that due to the presence of a special kind of virtue that has 
been attained by the practice of yoga, an omniscient being becomes 
able to perceive anything by his mind. Let us consider a possible 
objection that can be raised against this view. The objection is— 
how can the mind by itself perceive everything? It is well known 
that without the assistance of external sense-organs, the mind alone 
is not able to apprehend external entities. In defence of their stand- 
point, the Nyaya-Vaisesika thinkers cite the instance of the dream 
of the libidinous person, who perceives his desirable woman by the 
mind during dream, when the external sense-organs abstain from 
apprebending external objects. While dreaming, due to the presence 
of a certain property of the self known as torpor (rniddha) the 
cogniser can perceive some desirable object by the mind even 
without the assistance of external sense-organs. In the same way, 
due to the presence of the certain kind of virtue that has been 
attained by the practice of yoga, the yogin-s are able to perceive 
anything just by their minds. But such an answer is not satisfactory. 
Indeed, dream is admitted as a kind of non-veridical cognition even 
by the Nyaya-Vaisesikas. According to Pūrva-Mīmāmisakas, dream 
is none other than distorted recollection that misrepresents its 
object. Unlike dream, the perceptual cognitions of yogin-s are 
admitted by the Nyāya-Vaišesika thinkers as veridical in nature. 
Hence, it is not correct to compare yogaja prutyaksa with dream. 
Moreover, if the possibility of origination of veridical cognition 
about external objects by the mind without the assistance of external 
sense-organs is admitted; then the people like blind, deaf etc. also 
will able to apprehend colour, sound etc. by their minds; and there 
by, the existence of such type of people will be abolished from the 
world.” But this objection is not a serious one. since it has already 
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been mentioned that due to the presence of a certain kind of virtue 
that is attained by the continuous practice of yoga, the yogin-s 
become able to perceive everything by their minds. Now, since 
people who are blind, deaf etc. do not possess such a sort 
of virtue, they are not able to perceive external objects by their 
minds. Besides, even in the Veda-s, there are some injunctions 
(vidhivākya-s), which recommend that one who seeks liberation 
should adopt the practice of yoga, since such practice of yoga 
enables the yogin-s to apprehend directly the nature of self. Now, 
if the very possibility of yogaja pratyaksa is denied, then one has to 
deny the authoritativeness of such vidhivākya-s, and that cannot be 
desirable for the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, since they recognise the 
Veda-s and Purāņa-s as authoritative (pramāņa).?% 

Thus, the possibility of yogaja pratyaksa, and consequently, the 
possibility of an omniscient person, cannot be denied. It has been 
stated before that level of cognition can differ from person to person, 
and the person, who attains the highest level of cognition, is called 
an omniscient being. According to the Pūrva-Mīmāmsakas, a person 
may in this way become a polymath (bahujfia), but not an omni- 
scient (sarvajna) one. Moreover, if we admit the rule that every 
property must have a uppermost and lowermost degree, then like 
the person, who attains the highest kind of cognition, and hence, is 
recognised as omniscient one; we have to admit also the possibility 
of such a person, who possesses the cognition about only one object, 
but that is not at all possible. Apart from that, we also have to admit 
the different levels of cognition even in the case of subhuman 
creatures like horse, cow, dog etc.; and thereby, we have to admit 
the possibility of such a subhuman creature, which can possess the 
highest level of cognition, i.e. we have to admit the possibility of 
such an omniscient subhuman creature.*” 


In order to refute the previous argument of the Piirva- 
Mimamsakas, it can be said here that one cannot be considered as 
omniscient unless one has the psychic traces (bhūvanākhya 
samskāra) about all the cognitive objects. Now, since creatures like 
horse, cow etc. do not possess such psychic traces, the existence of 
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such an omniscient animal is not at all possible. The Pūrva 
Mīmāmsakas are not satisfied with this answer. So, they argue 
further that the presence of psychic trace is not essential for the 
genesis of the cognition about all sorts of objects. They admit that 
the psychic trace about an object becomes stronger due to repetitive 
thinking about that object, and accordingly, the cognition about that 
object becomes more vivid and clear; but for that reason, it cannot be 
concluded that due to the absence of such psychic traces, one cannot 
possess the cognition about everything, and thereby cannot be 
considered as omniscient.2® According to the Pirva-Mimamsakas, 
if the possibility of an omniscient human being, who possesses the 
highest kind of cognition, is admitted; then by parity of reasoning, 
we have to admit the possibility of such a human being, who can 
perform all sorts of action, i.e. just like God. Such human being must 
have the capability of being the agent of all sorts of actions 
(sarvakartrtva). But if the possibility of such a human being is 
admitted, then that human being will have to be considered as the 
creator of this world.” 


The Vaisesikas are not ready to give up their own position. So, 
they argue again that there are so many instances of yogin-s, who 
are able to create some other bodies of themselves (kāyavyūha), so 
that the effects or consequences of different actions (karmaphala), 
which either have been accumulated from past life (i.e. safīcita 
karmaphala) or which are being accumulated in the present life 
(i.e. saficīpamāna karmaphala), come to an end through the 
simultaneous enjoyment of the resultant pleasures and sufferings. 
Now, for them, an omniscient being alone can create such 
kāyavyuha. Indeed, as a matter of fact, a particular body is essential 
for the enjoyment of the particular effects of the actions of the 
embodied self, and one cannot be able to create kāyavyuha without 
the prior apprehension of the fact as to which specific sort of body 
is essential for enjoyment of some particular types of effects. Now, 
the person, who has a such prior apprehension, must be considered 
as an omniscient being. The Piirva-Mimamsakas disagree with the 
৬0186551125 on this matter. They argue that there is indeed no 
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evidence in favour of the creation of kāyavyūha. For them, the 
effects of actions (saficita and safictyamana karmaphala) can also 
be destroyed by the proper knowledge of reality (tattvajñāna), and 
hence, those effects need not be destroyed by the enjoyment of those 
effects. It is true that the enjoyment of the prarabdha karmaphala 
is essential for its destruction, since this type of karmaphala cannot 
be destroyed by tattvajfidna. Hence, creation of kāyavyūha is not 
essential for the destruction of prarabdha karmaphala. It is true that 
in the Purana-s there are some episodes about yogin-s like Badari 
and Saubhari, who had created kāyavyūha. The Pūrva Mīmāmsakas 
are of the opinion that it is actually their adrsta, due to which they 
were able to create kāyavyūha. According to some others, those 
yogin-s could create kāyavyūha due to the influence of their 
religious austerities (tapas).?° Accordingly, the Pūrva Mīmāmsakas 
draw the conclusion that the establishment of the existence of an 
omniscient being is not at all possible. For them, there is indeed 
invariable concomitance between the property of being a cogntion 
(jfiānatva) and the property of being about a limited number 
of objects (katipayavisayatva). Just like the invariable relation 
between smoke and fire, the relation of concomitance between 
Jitānatva and katipayavisayatva is devoid of any extraneous 
condition (nirupadhika).*! If an entity is such that it pervades the 
probandum (sādkyavyāpaka), but does not pervade the probans 
(sādhanāvyāpaka), then such.an entity is called an extraneous 
condition (upādhi). They maintain that the relation between the 
property of being the object of knowledge (prameyatva) and the 
propert: of being an object of perception (pratyaksavisayatva) 
canr ot be treated as an instance of invariable concomitance. Unlike 
the Pūrva Mimamsakas, the VaiSesikas are of opinion that there is 
indeed an invariable concomitance between these two properties, 
Viz. prameyatva and pratyaksavisayatva. For the Vaišesikas, 
depending upon such an invariable concomitance, the existence of 
an omniscient being, who is the perceiver of the imperceptible 
entities like atoms etc., can be inferred. The Pūrva Mimamsakas ` 
hold that the relation between prumeyatva and pratyaksavisayatva 
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cannot be considered as an unconditional relation. They recognise 
the possession of properties like gross magnitude (mahattva), 
manifest colour (udbhūtarūpavattva) etc. as the conditions of such 
relation. The VaiSesikas naturally deny this objection. For the 
Vaišesikas, none of these two can be considered as the condition of 
the relation under consideration, since none of them is the pervader 
(vyāpaka) of the probandum, viz. pratyaksatva. Moreover, although 
possession of gross magnitude (mahattva), possession of manifest 
colour (udbhūtarūpavattva) etc. are essential conditions for perce- 
ption of substance, these are not essential for the perception of 
colour etc. The Pūrva Mīmāmsakas can say that rūpatva is the 
essential condition for perception of the colour whereas gross 
magnitudes (mahattva), possession of manifest colour (udbhūtarū- 
pavattva) are essential for perception of any substance. But such an 
opinion is also not tenable, since conditions like mahattva and 
udbhūtarūpavattva are absent in the self, although the self can be 
perceived as the substratum of pleasure, pain etc.*” 


The Pūrva Mīmāmsakas may argue further that the possession 
of some perceptible specific quality (yogyavisesagunavattva) is the 
extraneous condition (upādhi) in the relation between prameyatva 
and pratyaksavisayatva. Since self is the substratum of the 
perceptible and specific qualities (yogyavisesaguņa) like pleasure, 
pain etc., such qualities remain even at the time of the perception 
of the self. But for the Valgesikas, such yogyavisesagunavattva also 
is not the pervader (vyāpaka) of the probandum pratyaksavisayatva, 
and thereby, it cannot also be considered as the upddhi in the 
relation under consideration. Indeed, such yogyavisesagunavattva 
remains absent in the qualities. Besides ākāša, which is the substra- 
tum of a perceptible specific quality, viz. sound (Sabda), is itself 
imperceptible.*4 

The Pūrva Mīmāmsakas now maintain that the property of "being 
included in the collection of causes of perception’ (pratyaksasāma- 
grimadhyapititva) is the extraneous condition (02001) in the 
relation under consideration, and it is indeed the pervader of the 
probandum, viz. the property of being the object of a perception 
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(pratyaksavisayatva). The Vaišesika thinkers hold that such a sort 
of condition is not only the pervader of the probandum, namely the 
property of being the object of a perception (pratyaksavisayatva), 
but also the pervader. of the probans, viz. the property of being the 
object of a veridical cognition (prameyatva). It has been stated 
before that upādhi, apart from being the pervader of the probandum 
(sadhyavyqpaka), must also be something that does not pervade the 
probans (sādhanavyāpaka). For them, since yogin-s are able to 
perceive all sorts of objects, all sorts of prameya are indeed included 
in the collection of causes of perception. In this way, the property 
‘being included in the collection of the causes of perception’ 
becomes the pervader (vyāpaka) of the probans prameyatva. From 
the previous discussion, it is now clear that it cannot also be 
considered as the upādhi.3% Hence, the relation of concomitance 
between prameyatva and pratyaksavisayatva must be considered as 
an unconditional (nirupādhika) relation. Therefore, the inference 
that establishes the existence of omniscient being by depending 
upon the cognition of such an invariable relation must be considered 
as valid. In this connection, it should be mentioned that there are so 
many objects in this world, which may not be perceived by a certain 
person, but for that reason, it is not correct to conclude that those 
objects must remain imperceptible to all. For example, the cognition 
of Caitra may not be perceived by Maitra, but Caitra himself is able 
to perceive his own cognition through mental perception (anuvyava- 
saya). In the same way, things like atoms etc. may not be perceived 
by the ordinary people, but such objects can be perceived by the 
yogins.** From the discussion hitherto made, what naturally follows 
here is that the possibility of yogaja pratyaksa as well as the 
possibility of omniscience cannot be denied. 
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Notes 
1. (a) nanu sarvametadasat, yogināl sadbhadve pramāņābhāvād, 
bādhakopapattešca. tatha ca na yogi atīndriyārthadrastā 
pranitvad asmadādivat. Vyomavatī, Vol-II, p. 144. 

(b) yat punaratroktaū, yogino 'tīndriyārthadrastāro no bhavanti, 
prāņitvāt, asmadādivat. Nyāyakandalī, 
Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., p. 468. 

2. yogīndriyāņi va na sarvavisayāni indriyatvād asmadādīndriyavat. 
Vyonmavatī, Vol-H, p. 144. 

3. tadyadi purusamātram paksīkrtyoktaū tada siddhasādhanam. 
Nyāyakandalī, Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., p. 468. 

4. (a) naitad yuktail, svatantre yogināmaprasiddhatayā prāņitvādihe- 

torāšrayāsiddhatvāt. Vyomavatī, Vol-Il, p. 144. 

(b) purusavisesašca parasyāsiddhah. Nyāyakandalī, 
Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., p. 468. 

(c) asiddhāšrayasyeti asiddha āšrayo gaganakamalaflaļksaņo 
yasyā saurabhasya. prāņitvādaya iti hetavah. tayoriti sarvajfia- 
tvaprāņitvādikayoh. Pafijikā on Nyāyakandalī, p. 459. 

5. siddhašceddharmigrāhakapramāņaviruddhamanumānam. 
Nyāyakandalī, Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., p. 468. 

6. (a) atha paravyāptyā parasyānistāpādanametat? Vyomavatī, 

Vol-U, p. 144. 
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(b) 


7. (a) 


(b) 


(b) 


athocyate—prasangasGdhanamidam, prasangasādhanam ca na 
svapaksasādhanāyo-pūdīyate, kintu parsyānistāpādanārtham. 
parānistam ca tadabhyupagamasiddhaireva dharmddibhih 
sakyamāpādayitum tatra pramāņena svapratītiranapeksaņīvā, 
na hyevam parah pratyavasthātumarhati 'tavāsiddhā dhamā- 
dayo nāham svasiddhesvapi tesu pratipadye 'iti. Nyāyakandalī, 
Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., pp. 468-469. 

tatra yadi samyak pramāņena paraprasiddhistenaiva bādhya- 
mānatvādanuthānam tatpratisedhahetūnām. na ca kāryeņaiva 
kāraņasya vyāghātah, tadantareņāpaksadharmatayā tanmūla- 
sya hetoraprāmāņyprasanigāt. atha pramāņam vinaiva pareņā- 
bhyupagatā yogina iti pratinidhyante. tarhi pramāņābhāvenaiva 
prameyasyāprasiddhervyartham tatpratisedhānunmānam. 
Vyomavati, Vol-U, p. 144. 

atra briimah—kim prasarnigasādhanamanumānam tadanyadvā? 
yadyanyat kvāpyuktalaksaņesu pramāņesvantarbhāvo varnani- 
yah, vaktavyam vā laksaņāntaram. yadi tvanumānameva, tadā 
svapratītipūrvakameva pravarttate, svani§cayavadanyesam 
nišscayotpipādayisayā sarvasya pardrthanumanasya pravrtteh. 
anyathā gaganakamalam surabhi, kamalatvāt, krīdāsarahka- 
malavadityasyāpi pratipādakābhyupagatasiddhāšrayasya prā- 
māņyopapattih. Nyāyakandalī. 

Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., pp. 469-470. 
sandigdhavyāptayašca prūņitvādayah. yadi vivādādhyāsitasya 
purusadhaureyasya prūņitvādikamapi bhavet sarvajūatvamapi 
syāt, kaivātrānupapattih? nahi tayoh kašcid virodhah pratī- 
ksitah, sarvajfiatayd pramāņāntarāgocaratvāt. prāņitvādera- 
sarvajiatayā sahabhāvastu sandigdhah, kimasmadādīnām prā- 
nitvādyanubandhinīyamasarvajiiatā? kim va sarvajfiānakārņa- 
tvenāvagatasya yogajadharmasyābhāvakrteti na šakyate nir- 
dhārayitum. ato'navadhāritavyāptikam prāņitvādikam, na tada- 
numānasamartham. atīndriyajitānakāraņam yogajo dharma iti 
na siddham, kutastadabhavadasamadadindmasarvajfiata Sank- 
yeta, asmakam tāvatsiddham tenedamāšanikyate tatašca nobh- 
yasiddhā vyāptih, kuto'numānam? Nyāyakandalī. 
Sampurnananda Sanskrit University edn., p. 470. 

vastuto mīmāmsakam pratyevam prativamdi[di]ti grākyāprā- 
katyam nāsti apramīyamāņatvāditi paksānumānasyānukūlatar- 
kavirahādaprayojakatvamāšankate  sandigdhavipaksavayāvr- 
ttayašceti. na hi tayoriti prakrtā [pāļdīgrāhakam? [p]ratikste 
[tah] sa hi virodhābhāvāt parasaparadharamiparihāreņa pratī- 
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9. 


10. 


11. 


tayorekannopasamhriyamanayorbhavati  yathosņatvašītatva- 
yoh. na ca sarvajfiatvam kvacitpramitamityarthah. tadevāha 
sarvajfiataya iti. sahabhāvastviti avinābhāva ityarthaļ. 
nanūpādhinā taccarikyā va kathamavinā-bhāvasandeha ityata 
dha kimasmadādīnāmiti. Sankate atīndriyeti. asmākam tāvaditi 
yogajadharmavirahena prāņitvena sahacariama-sarvajnatvam: 
tatašca nobhayoh pranitvayogajadharmavirahayoh parasparo- 
pāditvašankyā vyāptih siddhā. athavā'smākām prāņaprā- 
mūņyavādinām yogajo dharmo hi, atīndriyajītānakāraņamiti 
siddham. Kusumodgomā on Nyāuakandalī. pp. 459-460. 
asti ca yoginām sadbhave’numanam. tathāhi, asmadādīnām pratya- 
kseņānupalabhyamānāh paramāņvādayah kasyacit pratyaksāh 
prameyatvād ghatādivaditi. paksīkrtesu paramāņvādisu prameya- 
tvasya hetoh sadbhāvāt paksadharmatvam. tathā kasyacit pratya- 
ksena sādhyena prameyatvusya hetorghatādau vyāpterūpalambha. 
na cāsya pratyaksdgamabhyamasti badha. nāyam satpratipaksa 

ityavyabhicāritvād gamaka eva. Vyomavati, Vol-IL pp. 144-145. 

sarvaficānumānam sūmānyena vyāptigrahaņāpeksam pravarta- 

mdnam pakse višesam prasādhayatītyatah kasyacit pratyaksameva 
paramāņvādeh sāmānyena sādhyate. yasya ca praryaksāh paramā- 

nvddayah so'smadādivilaksaņo yogi. Vyomavati, vol-II, p. 145. 

a) nāpi paramāņūnām meyatvenādhyaksatayā sādhyah. tesāma- 

- dhyaksatvavyakopat. Nyāyalīlāvatī. pp. 471-472. 

b) paramāņavah kasyacit pratyaksāh meyatvasattvadravyatvadi- 
bhyah ghatādivadityanumānam Sankate—napiti. tesamiti. 
mahattve satyudbhūtarūpavattvam bahirdravyapratyaksatāva- 
cchedakamātmatvam ca mānasadravyapratyaksatāvaccheda- 
kam tadubhayarahitatvena paramāņavo na kasyacit pratyaksā 
anātmatve sati mahattvasamānādhikaraņodbhūtarūparahita- 

. dravyatvāditi satpratipaksa ityarthah pratyaksayogyatāvacche- 
dakarūparahitavāditi varthah. 
Nyāyalīlāvatīkaņthābharaņa. pp. 471-472. 

c) tesāmiti. bahirindriyajanyadravyasāksātkāravisayayogyatāyāh 
mahattve satyudbhūtarūpavattvenāvacchedāt mānasapratya- 
ksyadravyasya cātmatvenaiva yogyatvadityarthah. 
Nyāyalīlāvatīprakaša p. 472. 

nanvaprayojakam sarvametat, svakāraņasāmagrīsambhavaprayu- 

ktam kāryam na tu visayadharmaprameyatvādimātraprayuktam, na 

hi prameyatvāt pārthivāh paramdnava āpyadravyāšrayāh tat 
paramāņuvat. napi rasādayah kasyaciīt cāksusāh prameyatvādrūpā- 
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14. 


15. 


divaditi Sakyam. na ca svargādisu pratyaksasāmagrī sambhavati. 
caksurādīnām sambandhava-rtamānapratiniyatavisayatvāt mana- 
sašca bahirasvātantryāt. Kiraņāvalī Baroda edn., p. 190. 


. yattu parthivah paramāņavah āpyadravyāšrayā iti kim na sādkyate 


ityuktam tatra pratijidpadavydghdatanirastataya katham sādhya- 
tam? tathā hi yadi prthivīkāryānumitāste kathamāpyadravyā- 
SrayGh? athāpyadravāyšrayāh katham pārthivāh? mūrttānām 
samūnadešatāvirodhāt. tesāmārambhakatvasya vijātīyānārambha- 
katvaniyatasyaiva dharmigrāhakapramāņasiddhestatsādhane badh- 
anācca. evam ‘rasGdayah kasyaciccāksusāh” ityatrāpi rasādisu 
madhye rūpaika (mātragrāhaka] mindriyam caksuriti matam, 
rūpasya vyarijakamiti va. prathame pratijiāpadayorvyāghātah. yadi 
hi rasGdisu madhye rūpamātragrāhakam caksuh katham tadagrahya 
rasādayah? atha tadgrāhyā rasādayah, katham tadrūpamātra- 
grāhakamiti. dvitīye siddhasādhanam manasah sarvavisayatvaditi. 
na caivam tavāpi vyāghātah, svargādīnāmatīndriyatvenaiva sidd- 
heh. tathā ca svargādayah kasyacitpratyaksā ityanīndriyā eindri- 
yakā ityuktam bhavati. Kiraņāvalī Baroda edn., p.191. 

yadi sadbhih pramāņaih syāt sarvajfiah kena vāryate//Codanāsūtra, 
verse no.lllcd// yo hi sadbhih pramāņaih sarvam jānāti sa dharmā- 
dharmāvapi vedena jānanna cadanaivetyavadhāraņam viruņaddhīti 
na nirākarttavya iti. Slokavarttika, with the commentary Nyāyarat- 
nakara, p. 59. 

yostvekenaiva sarvam jānātīti kaiscit kalpitah, so 'titucchatvādeva 
na nirākārya ityāha— 

ekena to pramāņena sarvajfio yena kalpyate/ 

nūnam sa caksusā sarvān rasādīn pratipadyate// 

Codanāsūtra, verse no.112// 

yo hyevamvidham 52752162721 kalpayati sa svayam tāvaccksusā 
nūnam rasādīn jānāti. itarathā katham svabhāvaniyamam jānanna- 
visaye sarvārthe pratyaksasyānyasya vā pravrttimadhyavasyeditii, 
Ibid. 


. nanu yadyapyarvācīnānām pratyaksam na sarvavisayam, tathāpi 


buddhapratyaksam divyacaksurjanitam sarvavisayam bhavisyati? 
ata āha— 
yajjatiyaih pramāņaistu yajjātīyārthadaršanam/ 
bhavedidānīm lokasya tatha kalantare 'pyabhūt// 
Codanāsūtra, verse no.113// 


Šlokavārttika, with the commentary Nyāyaratnākara, p. 60. 
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18. 


19. 


20. 


21. 


nanvadyatve ’pi tāvat pramātrbhedena sātišayam pratyaksamupala- 
bhyate kecidatidūramatisūksmam ca pašyanti, tatha jiānamapi 
sātišayam laukike ca šāstrārthe ca dršyate, tat kasyacit purusava- 
ryasya jūānamatyantātišayitam sarvavisayam bhavisyatyata Ghu— 
yatrāpyatišayo drstah sa svārthānatilanghanāt/ 
dūrasūksmādidrstau syanna rūpe šrotravrttitā// 
Codanāsūtra, verse no.114// 
satyamatišayo drstah, sa svavisaya eva dūrasūksmādidaršane, na 
tadatikrmeņo. na hyatišayitamapi šrotram ripe pravarttate tetrā- 
dayo va šabdādisu, ato na sarvavisayatvamiti. Ibid. 
nanu pratyaksasya na kašcidvisayaniyamo "sti; rūpavatāmarūpa- 
vatām dūrāņām sūksmāņām ca pratyaksāvagamadaršanāt. ato'sya 
sambhavatyeva sarvavisayatvam? ata āha— 
bhavisyati no drstam ca pratyaksasya manāgapi// 
Codanāsūtra, verse no.115ab// 
vartamānavisayameva pratyaksamityasti niyamah. ato no tasya 
bhavisyati  dharme sāmarthyam  natarām  sarvārthesu. 
ifānasyāpyasti visayaniyamah—yatrasya kāraņam sambhavati 
tatraiva pravarttate, nānyatra. sadvidham ca tatkāraņamindri- 
yalingādi. tatrendriyam tāvadvarttamānavisayam atastajjanitom 
ifiānamapi tatraiva pravarttate na dharmdddharmayoh, napi 
sarvārthesviti. Ibid. 
nāpyanumanādinā dharmasya sarvasya va jfiānam sambhavati- 
tyāha— 

nānumānāderlingādirahite kvacit// 

Codanāsūtra, verse no. 115cd/ 
yathaiva hi pratyaksasya varttamānādivisayatvaniyamaļ, tathanu- 
mānāderapi yatra lirgādisambhava sa eva visayah, na sarvārthesu 
dharme vd lingādisambhavah. ato nānumānāderapi sarvatra 
sāmarthyamastīti. Ibid. 
nirākaraņavacchakyā na cāsīdīti kalpana// 
Codanāsūtra, verse no.117cd// 
na hi sadbhāvasyānumāpakam lingamasti. nirdkuranasya tvasti 
liigam—atītah kālah sarvajfia-Siinyah kālatvāt, adyatvavaditi. 
buddho va na sarvajītah purusatvādasmadādivaditi. Šlokavārtika. 
with the commentary Nyāyaratnākara, p. 61. 
nāpyāganiagamyatvam sarvajfiasyetyaha— 
na cāgamena sarvajnah, 
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23. 


24. 


26. 


katham? ityāha— 

tadīye'nyonyasamšarayāt// 

siddhe hi sarvajna tadīyasyāganiasya prāmāņyam, tatpramdnye ca 

tatsiddhiriti. narāntaraņītasya tu mūlāntarāsambhavānna sarvajiia- 

sadbhāve pramdnyam sambhavati ityaha— 

narāntarapraņītasya prāmāņyam gamyate katham// 

Codanāsūtra, verse no.118// Ibid. 

nāpi nityāgamaganiyatvam tadabhāvādityāha— 

na cāpyevamparo nityah šakyo labdhumihāgamaļ// 

Codanāsūtra, verse no. 119ab// Ibid. 

nityašcedarthavādatvam tatpare syādanityatā// 

Codanāsūtra, verse no. 119cd// Ibid. 

(a) na ca buddhivat svato ’tindriyatve ’pyadhyaksatvavirodhah. 
Nyāyalilāvatī, p. 472. 

(b) buddhivat” parabuddhivat.  Nyāyalilāvatīkaņthābharaņa, 
p. 472. 

(a) kāmāturasvapnakāminījiiānādau caksurādyanapeksasyāpi 
manasah svātantryamupa-labohamiti cet, no; tasya svapna- 
vahanādīmiddhopag-hātena viksatatvāt. na tvaviplute sāksāt- 
kāriņi kvacinmanaso bahih svātan-tryamadhigatam, tatha 
satyandhabadhirādyabhāvaprsangāt. Kiraņāvalī, Baroda edn., 
pp. 190-191 

(b) manaso bahirasvātantryāt. svapne middhasahakāritāvadyogaj- 
adharmasahakāritve nayanādyārambhavaiyarthyāt. svapnasya 
ca smrtivipar-yāsatvāt. Nyāyalīlāvatī, pp. 472-473. 

(c) middhāsahakāritayā ca viparyyayo yathā tathā yogajadharm- 
masahakaritayā viparyyayah syānna tu prametyāha— svapna- 
sya ceti. smrtāņām padārthāņām viparyyāsah smrtivisaye va 
viparyyāsa ityarthah. Nyāvalilāvatīkaņthābharaņa. p. 473. 

(d) smrtānām padārthāmasamsargāgraharūpatvādityarthah na tva- 
yatharthe smrtitvam smarāmīti tadanuvyavasayapatteh. tatha ca 
pramāmātra eva mamaso vahirasvātantryamiti bhāvah Nyāya- 
līlāvafiprakāša, p. 473. 

atrocyate; no tāvad vayam kāraņamanādrtya svargādau pratyaksam 

sādhayāmo yendprayojakatvamasankyeta kintu karanapuraska- 

reņaiva. manasašca.... siddhopaghātāpeksasya bahirūpaplava- 
janakatvānnāndhab-adhirādyabhāvaprasarigah. Kiraņāvalī, Baroda 

edn., p. 191. 
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27: (a) veddnatdratdinyasyd kvačidbahujiia etd'visrūntēļi: apakarsata- 


4 
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{seg gel 


Yee ag 


ratamyaādekamātra-jfiatāpattešca. mariusyādivāt”kvacitturagā- 
*"dijātibhede'pi sarvajfiyapatteh.. Nyāyalīlāvatī,: p.. 473. |. 
"vi "vedanditāratānijam ‘parimanataratamyavat “kvacidvisrantam 
š tha- “ca tat’ yatra: višrāntarm syāt' sd ‘eva ‘yoRityasankyaha- 
"vedāneti: "siddkidsādhtīhatiuktvā 22 apakar- 
seti. রা 
cNyāyalīlāvatīkaņthābharaņa;. pPI aa 


* ©), vedānatārataniyām kvacidvisrantam tāratamyatvādityatra sidd- 
* hasadhanamiiiyaha- vedaneti: i pratikūldtūrkiiparādhātašcetyā- 


E A kaapakargeti. Njājūlīlāvatīprākāša. p- 473. ` 


dei. 


: (a) bhāvanābhyāsasya ca ‘bhavyavisayatvena sarvavisayajfiana- 


"janakatanu-papatieh, Nyāyalīlāvatī, p- "473. ` 


A (b), samskāravašāt paroksamapyaparoksam. syaditi, | sarvajfiyama- 


29. 


ee ae «tathaivetis. - Samskdrasya; „svavişyamātre 


Re gk টি aaa 


raņa, p. 473. ~ os 


_(c), 77777757855 eti. 


tathaiveti. রি 
Nyāyalīlāvatīprakāša, pp. 473474... 0.6. 

(a) karih Lalani jajaran adah ba dab ah pi „sarvaka- 
rtrtāpatteh. .Nyayalilayafi, p., 474. 


+ (b) tāratamyavišrāntau pratikūlatarkānatramāha- 7 krtitā- 


30.. 


ratamyavišrāntau kasyacit sarvakarirtvam ০০০৭ 
, Nyayaltlavatkanthabharana,, pp.. 473-474. 


(a. kāyavyūhādikrteraprāmāņikatvāt > tathāvidhādrstavašādevopa- 
' patteh. abhuktasyaiva vā karmaņah Poe E 
Nyāyalīlāvatī, p. 474. : 

(b) nanu kāyavyūhamantareņa yāvantyadrstāni tesām ca tattaccha- 
'rīrāvacchedena bhogam jitātvā kāyavyūhānusthānamapi katham 

* syādityāšankyāha-kāyavyūheti. aprāmāņikatvāditi. adrstānām 
'tattvajfiān-anāšyatayā na bhogārthaņi ityarthah. nanu tāratam- 
yanovaišarīrānibadhaniyāme šūretyādīismrtih(?)' -vāadarasau- 
bhariprabhrtīnām ca kāyavyūhaprasiddhišca katham syādityata 
āha—tathāvidheti. ‘tathavidhatvam’ kāyavyūhanirvāhakatvam, 
atha va kāya-vyūhasya-cireņa bhogaprayojakam (katham?) 
tacca nasti karmmanah tattvajfidnanaSyatvat. Nyayalilavat- 
kaņthābharaņa, pp. 474475. 
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-, (C) jiiānatvami. katipayavisayatvavyāptamityarthah.. Vyāyalīlāvatī- 
uo Kanthabharana, p. 475... 3 ja 
32. (a) dņūnāmapratyaksātvē pratyaksatvaprameyatvayornirupādhisā- 
«+. „hacaryavyāķkopāt. na cātra „rūpavattvam, mahattvam vopādhiķ. 
"nu, u.nūpāderāpi. pratyaksatvat., rūpe, rūpatvam. dravyesu. mahattvam 
PERT rūpaąyvațtvamiti , «Cet, na, , sukhāderātmanašca. pratyaksatopa- 


"a 


lambhāt, (sic).- „Nyāyalīlāvatī,, 00. , 415-471... 
my paramāņavah kasyacit, pratyaksah. 87717 
„.dhisambandhašālitvarūpaprasarīga „eva vipaksabādhakatarka 
sr s „ityākg—-anunāmiti,. rūpavattvam, mahattvam „ca -upādhiratreti 
nirupādhitvamast- vityaha—riipavattvamiti. „upādheh sādhyā- 
„vyāpakatvamāhā—rūpāderapīti. ripe pratyaksatvam sādhya- 
` -masti na ca rūpavdttva-mipādhirityarthūļ. dravyapratyaksatā: 
yāmupādhirayam guņapratya-ksatājāņi ca riipatvameva tantra- 
"ve. initvāha—rūpd itt: atrāpyubhayoh sādkyāvyāpakatvamāha— 


“ot sūkhāderiti: Nyāyarlīlāvatīkaņthābharaņa, pp: 475-477. 


33° "taju yogyavisesagunavativamiti’ cet; na Se hapan 
Nyāyalīlāvatī, p. 477. 


0b) ‘pratyaksatvamatre "yogyavisesaguņavattvamupādhim Sankate— 
yoģyeti. atrāpi sādkyāvyāpakatvamāhd—guņādlāviti. 
Nyāyalīlāvatīkaņtkābharaņa, p. 477. 

34.' pratyaksāsāmagrīmadhyapātitvaprāyuktam pratyaksatvamiti cet; 
na, asya sādhyāvyāvrttatvena dhūme ādrendhanavadanupādhitvāt. 
pratyaksatāyām 5 Waaa dag 
Nyāyalīlāvatī, ` pp. 477-478... 


35. (a) aņūnām tu niyamenāsmadādīnām নানি cel, na, 
„> parabuddyāderatathābhāve 'pi pratyaksatvāt.parapratyaksam 
`- prati .parasyānvayavyatirekāviti cet, tulyaņi yogipratyaksatve 

"pi. buddhi-tvāttranumānamiti cenna, aņusvapi prthivītvādeh 
sattvāt. Nyāyalīlāvatī, p. 478. | 
caitrabuddhau, maitrasya 75777257712 "pi daja 
_ ksatvādityarthah. maitrapratyaksasāmagryeva svabuddhāvastīti 
",.. na ca tatra:tadviraha ityatraha—parapratyaksamiti. Nyāyalīlā- 
vatīkaņthūbharaņa, : p. 478. 


b 


_ 
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J. S. Mills Notion ' ‘of Qualitative - Superiority of 
Pleasure; A ইজ | i k 


E E A r K y ) এ 

Madhumita Mitra . S ES 
১০ LEE AE BN WEE rf : 18715511786 17 27101 E 
In this paper, an, attempt has been inā to provide an, account of 
Mill’s notion of qualitative superiority of pleasure. Question. might 
arise: Why venture into such an age-old issue? My humble intention 
is to clear up certain misunderstandings that I have noticed to occur 
from his notion of qualitative difference Between” ‘pleasures. * | 


“In the essay Utilitarianism, Mill’ has’ distinguished , bétween 
pleasures on the basis’ of quality saying that a given pleasure is 
considered to be qualitatively superior, ‘if it appeals to man's higher 
faculties. Mill’s appeal to higher faculties has led most of the readers 
to think that he has given emphasis upon intellectual pleasure over 
sensuous pleasure. This is true indeed!’ Mill has made a very 
important distinction between pleasures of „reading počtry and that 
of eating food. But, the guestion is: in what sense? There has been 
impression among some of the readers that giving emphasis’ upoti 
pleasureš of reading’ poetry over food, Mill has represented himself 
as an apostle of intellectual class and has ignored 00৬ of thé crucial 
aspects of human life i.e., its physical aspect. But it would be wrong 
to interpret Mill’s view in this light. We note that Mill’s notion of 
qualitative superiority of pleasure instead of having an appeal to a 
restricted’ class has Taner a universal appeal to eas across 
‘generations. Kh i ২০ 221 i 


If Mill’ s emphasis upon pleasure of ইন টি is understood 
in terms of his emphasis upon intellectual pleasure denying physical 
pleasure then his stancē is very likely to receive hard criticisms from 
the quarter of common people. Questions would arise, how can an 
embodied individual survive ignoring physical pleasure? Is it not 
natural for an embodied individual to take pleasure in eatirig, 
drinking and any necessary physical comfort? ‘Moreover, there are 
many people who do not have access to pleasures of reading poetry 
and literature. After, hard physical labour throughout the day what 
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they „do. wish ., to; experience As: : Pleasures. of. „physical comfort. 
Pleasūres of edting, drinking and”, hysicaļ, rest are, considered by 
them as extremely essential for their “wood ‘Tehtal and ‘physical 
health. Would Mill undermine value of their pleasures? Obviously, 
he would not! Mill has nowhere, in his writings, asked us to lead a 
rigorotis life’ rejecting our institictive ‘and ‘natural’ pleasure. But, then 
We Hleéd' to “understand “the ‘significance of Mill’s ‘preference’ for 


pleasure: of ‘redding poy over: ‘That’ of: cats vas 

Analysis of Mill's View, Ni al রর 

Mill, unlike his utilitarian predecessor Bentham, believes that a mere 
pleastrable “experience is not valuable in itself. All kinds of 
pleasurable experience being mental by definition, . it is ‘quality’ 

which can actually, distinguish between them. Mill’ s several writings 
indicate, that, ‘quality’ of a pleasurable experience, depends, on the 
nature of. faculty. exercised, in enjoying, pleasure. Any Pleasure is 
considered to be higher, in quality if it is enjoyed by, applying higher 
faculty a and, lower i in quality, ifi it has been enjoyed by applying, lower 
faculty., Ín, the essay Utilitarianism, Mill has „recognized faculties of 
intellect, . imagination, feeling and, moral. sentiments as higher 
faculties and sensuous faculty as Tower faculty.!, But why for Mill, 


১৭৪৪৮ 


: We should: টি Keen in i that being a Ula Mill’ ৪ 
aim has: been to achieve the general well-being of the society, 
instead «of. confining his aim only at the individual well-being. By 
general well- being, Mill implies well-being of the greatest number 
of individuals where well-being of each individual would. be in 
harmony, without obstructing each other. In his eye, both general 
and, individual well-being is ৪০ interconnected that the former 
cannot be attained in abstraction from the latter. In Mill’s opinion, 
individual well-being. can be achieved only when each individual 
has, worked out his ,emotional, artistic, intellectual, moral and 
spiritual transformation through cultivation of his higher faculties. 
In On Liberty, he has frequently urged that.only. when an individual 
exercises his observation, reasoning and judgment in, whatever he 
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does instčād of blindly: following” eustonis “dnd tradition ór ‘Being 
glided by others, lie can develop froin Within. The worth’oF ahuman 
being lies in‘employing his all distinctive human faculties in'thaking 
a clīčicē; Such as’ “obsérvati6n to see” , “redsoning judge 
foresée”, “activity to’ gather! mniatērial for décision”! “discrimi iihātion 
tö decide", and when has dečidēd'"firmnnēss" and ‘self-control fo 
hold ‘to his ‘deliberate’ ‘decision’? (OE? I 4): Tn’ Mill's “opinion if 
an individual i is guidéd in 9০00৩ good! ‘Path, ‘by applying “a pe*likd, 
faculty: of imitation”' ‘tnd’ hence,” doesnot: “feel” the necessity "of 
exercising ` “his distinctive “human "ehdowmehts:' his“ uinreflēctivē 
action would actually’ léssen’ his: worth as’ a: iman ৮০8 ‘Tn Mill's 
words, “It really ï is of: infiportdhce; not only: 11787782697 Būt algo 
what tanner of men they are that do it”? (OL. TE 4)" Inithe 1৩85 
On Liberty, Mill'has significantly notéd’that 9016 person with sèlf- 
déveloped individuality can Work for the: development’ of Others. As 
he ‘writes, “In proportion 10008 "developničnt of’ his ‘individuality, 
each person beconies“more’ valuable “to hitnsélf; ‘and’ is therefore 
capable’ of being more Valuablé to others: There i isa greater fullness 
of life about his own existence, and when theré is*tīt6re' life’ iri the 
units there is more'in.thie mass which:is ‘composed ‘of. them’ (OL 
IU. 9). Mill’s statements imply that the: goal of; utilitarian morality 
can be-achieved only through cultivation of higher faculty. by’ a'self- 
developed. individual: Cultivation «of “sénsuous ‘faculty 'fails..to 
achieve this::goalsbecause such: faculty’ being~by’ andi large blind, 
impulsive and~:unreflective: ‘in : nature: cam neither bring "desired 
transformation within the ‘individual :and:consēgtently,.nori'in the 
society. :To 'achieve:any positive transformation,:sensuous.nature-of 
individuals: must be: guided by: their higher-faculties: ‘The mature of 
faculty,-exetcised-in ‘enjoying’ pleasure, ‘hence; is important: for Mill 
because of the effects"the use’ of these! faculties - generates ‘upon 
individual life in: particular andsthe'social: life in: general, 71) nets. 

ee The’ Significance "Of Mill’ 8: ēmiphiāsis 'i ‘upon plēasurēš of ‘tea reading 
poetry ‘atid literature ‘over? thāt”of" eliting food cah,! therefore! ' be 
utidērstodd ‘in’ the! light" of- his utilitarian: éénceri: He Actes ikat 
reading poetry and litertiture*cāri ‘help ‘us'to’ devēlop ‘from! within 
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acting upon, our character and by effecting our inner growth it can 
also facilitate. the growth of others around us, Mill’s own experience 
has, actually , motivated, him, for, such preference. From Mill’s 
* Autobiography, we come, to know that,during his ‘mental. crisis’, 
reading, of ‘Wordsworth’s poetry has ‘helped.him to recover from. the 
crisis. In a review .artjcle.on- Alfred Tennyson’s early poems, he 
writes: “the noblest end of; poetry as, an intellectual pursuit, [is] that 
of, acting upon, desires. and „characters of mankind through their 
emotions, to raise. them, „towards, the, perfection, of. their nature. 5 
In În Civilization, Mill writes: , “the mission of the literature should be 
hter ৮6 This implies 
a mere জি of reading Pi and literature. has less value 
than the. pleasure of inner growth experienced through reading of 
literature and „poetry.. ‘However, emphasizing upon intellectual 
pleasure, „Mill, "has, not meant to abandon the, value of instinctive 
or natural, physical. Pleasures in our, life, outright. Actually, out of, 
utilitarian concern, he has assigned: Jess value to, physical pleasures, 
haying noted „their. inability, to „effect the: growth of the individual 
as well, as , social. mind. cf Reig I রান বা 


E Ti 2 x. 


ix Mill's guālitative:distinction between ba as ensuing om 
AR exercisē.:of.'highērs and. lower faculties::can,- thērefore, be 
appropriately; understood, :in' terms, of. the distinction between 
pleasurable‘ experience: derived from: exercising’ reason, judgment 
and self-control on the. one hand»and' pleasurable experience derived 
from:acting blindly or impulsively, on the othēr: 1009 more precise, 
the qualitative-.difference-.can-:be -understood in terms:.of the 
distinction: between. pleasures of a reflective mind and.that of an 
unreflective: mind::.Au reflective: mind can take. into consideration 
Well-being; of ‘an: individual in connection "with the well-being of 
socjety;.whereas*an: unreflective.:mind cannot. : The distinction can 
also be understood in: terms.of.the distinction between pleasurable 
experience of, exercising individuality and pleasurable experience 
of remaining passive.,In Utilitarianism also Mill has argued in this 
line while giving preference. to ;Socratic: life over, fool’: s life. In: the 
essay,. he , has argued that it ds Always better, to lead a dissatisfying 


ES 
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way 


122 


Sočrātic Life rather than a satisfied’ fool's life and in urgirig so, hé 
has actually émphasized ‘upon ‘leading 'a ‘life of: ea 
a life Of passivity:: ur পা vot e cosia be t ewu wpb এ 

"Būt this crucial" ‘significance of Mill s "qualitative" distinction 
between "pičasufes is lostif the: ‘distinction i is ‘interpreted mērēly i in 
terms of the distinction’ between ‘mental ‘and phiysical plēašurē: First 
of all; "all: pleasures” being mental by” definition, ' we "čanridt 
iieāningtūliy categorize pleasures i in ‘terms of mental and’ physical. 
Pleasures can be’ fairly categorized i in ternis of the factors causing 
them. ‘Sometimes our pleastire cari be caused by nierital factors, ‘such 
as my ‘feeling of love, Sympathy, ‘Success, honour, trust, ‘courage eté. 
Sometimes, it can bē caused’ by physical: factors’ such as “eating 
delicious food; cold dipi in ‘horrific: summer, séxual intercourse étc, 
and’ sometimes by both the factors combined togéthier. Mill ‘has 
argued i in this line in’ his’ “AS ‘System’ of Logic. He argues | that since 
all pleasures are “feelings” “arid “feelings” signify’ only ‘cohscious 
states, "tienče all Pleasures are only’ conscious States. ‘All pleasures 
being é conscious states Of a setitient ১০ nothing can be a ‘pleasure, 
unless it has: been experienced by 4 mind. Therefore, just as there 
is no genuine philosophical distinction betwéen mental ‘and ‘bodily 
feelings (VIL, 52-53); the common distinction between 'mental-and 
bodily ‘Pleasures ig ‘without ‘any: foundation - ahd: Can‘. bē' applied 
meaningfully ‘only to'tlie 'aritecedent causes ‘of. pleasūres.: Mill’s 
qualitative- distinction: is, however, ' free from this- philosophical 
mēdninglēssness.. : Howevet,. “though: ‘Mill > has acknowlédged 
distinction-between pleastre of @ human being and that of an animal 
in terms of their sources Of enjoying pleasure, what does actually 
matter for His qualitative distinction is not the nature-of dntecedent 
factors causing ‘pleasure’ but-how: pleasure has- been!expétiencéd. 
Mental’ pleasures 'do"not become qualitatively,‘stiperiorsimply on 
the ground of being’ caused’ by- mental factors;' neither do! physical 
pleasures becomé inferior simply-on-the: ground of being caused 
by ‘physical'factors. "The ‘qualitative superiority or‘iriferiority of 
a’ “pleasurable ‘experiénce’ is “decided. upon dépending’ of: its 
contribution'to individūal's inner-Well-béing’as well ‘as social wéll- 
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being. In..the.essay Utilitarianism, We can; „notice, that. Mill, has 
ackņowledged. qualitative difference:not only between mental and 
bodily pleasures but also between two bodily pleasures. He urges 
that pleasure derived from uncontrolled sensual indulgences should 


big ed 

he considered gs as “qualitatively inferior, to, the pleasure derived, from 
controlled. ‘sensual indulgence? (U., না T). “This is. because, former 
pleasure causes injury to health v whereas Jatter pleasure preserves 
our ur, good health... Some of, Mill’s “comments. i in, On Liberty also 
suggest that Mill, has. not condemned any. sensuous, pleasure. merely 
on, the ground that, it, is sensuous by naturę.. “He i is, actually, of, the 
opinion. that Sensuous, pleasure should, be, pursued with, caution, 


১৭, 


without | harming , the Jegitimate interest, of others, In the. essay, | he 


las approved : enjoyment bya, drunkard p of] his d drunken, mood a as ‘long 
as he, pc erforms his duties ।[9- others.* Mill, Of course, would, „never 
conside ler r, such, pleasure as « an, elevating one, but, in. ‘comparison. to 
the, harmful e enjoyment, of drunken 1 mood, he, would prefer barge 
enjoyment, of saeh mood, Following Mill S, view, ‘likewise, , 

qualitative distinction. can ‘also be. made between, two. sorts of meria 
pleasures, e C-Bo», between ‘habitual enjoyment ‘of. reading ‘poetry an 


pleasure, of i inner growth, experienced ‘through, read eading , poetry., 


„Our: reading, Kā On „Liberty „along with; Utilitar. ariaņism,. টির 
notes that; Mill’s: notion ı ‘of, qualitatively. superior. pleasure has. ,a 
utilitarian dimension and that lies in generating greater; well-being, 
taking care,pf the:well-being of one’s.inner-self aswell as legitimate 
interests of others „This. point;can ;be properly; clarified. in;the. light 
of his.dist ction between, self-regarding and other-regarding action 
in’ On, Liberty? So far as,;an- individual's, self-regarding. action is 
conc2med, he.is ‘sovereign. oyer-his mind. and. “body. No, one :gan 
jusufiably. interfere, with. his ‘self-regarding actjon.. On. the other 
},and,,other-regarding actions are such over which ap individual-has 
no. freedom. An, individual, is _ free: to, perform; other-regarding 
actions as,long as; his-action does not ‘harm’. the legitimate interest 
of others. Since enjoyment, of, pleasure -is;a kind, of. «activity, „a 
distinction;.can abe made also., between -self-regarding sand „other- 
regarding.,pleasure. We, can take. as;jexamples:of. self-regarding 
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Pleasure; one’s. enjoyment, of.reading poetry, literature, „listening 
music, eating, drinking etc, -Now,,,self-regarding pleasure,can be 
enjoyed by, employing; either, higher faculties- or, ower, faculties. 
“Somer self:regarding: pleasures can lead to, development. of one’s 
“well-being: whereas.-some do not...Our pleasures. of readingrpoetry 
and ;literature..camt: differ’ qualitatively. ; ; For, example; . habitual 
«ehjeymerit'of reading, bad poetry..andcliterature differs -qualitatively 
sfrom'the :pleasure> of enriching inner self from reading good poetry 
‘and'literature.: Likewise; there can be.gualitative. difference-between 
pleasures “of : eating food—e:ig. > pleasure of ‘eating enjoyed: by. a 
‘hurigry person ‘and. pleasure’ of. eating :enjoyed.by a gluttoir:.Here, 
plēasurāble experience ofthe former kind.has'ā sign of self-control 
‘whereas the latter kind has noti: Excessive enjoyment'ēf.eating and 
‘drinking may-Jead‘to‘injury: of one's'health;» whereas ‘enjoyment 
of food keeping in view orie's «physical: ‘necessity: provides 
nourishment to the enjoyer’s health. Hence, irrespective, of, the 
nature, of. factors , Causing pleasure-physical | or, mental or, both the 
factors combined togetherqualitative , superiority of a, self. 
regarding, pleasure, takes nto, consideration enjoyer’ s ekeīcise of 
reasoning, judgment. and self-control i in enjoying the. pleasure. For 
Mill, like, cother-regarding actions, other-regarding pleasures y would 
be those which have, either an adverse or positive, ( effect 90) others 
legitimate. interest., Examples of ই peasy ea be of 
‘following types: ua os ia MH 


৮3 ba l. Passing" ‘my. days: līks: 25 sealing: PAN and 
izt while:sitttation demands me'to take Care.of.my ill 


va and aged parents. pamati Pera oy ont OIG Or nat 

2: Enjoying" 15805 of “tating ‘alone, pili my hungry 
gn fa fin ily ‘embers. ” R “DEEP Oty = ELR ee SA ajoa 
MMe Vats n SUMS PE the gruti 


In all the two, | above- 4 „ekanīples, ৩ ‘hast ‘been 
enjoyed, „without ; applying, reasoning, judgment. and self-control. 
“Consequently, | „auch, pleasures, are bound. to harm the ‘legitimate 
„interest of. the . person, tor whom we are obligated.. In the ‘first 


"example, I have enj joyed pleasure of, intellect i ignoring my ( ‘obligation 
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10! my ‘ill and ‘aged parents. In thé second’e exdinple, T have enjoyed 
“Yensuous' pleasure, ‘ignoring: my obligation tē biy family"īnembers. 
Mill “would "čonsider' edch one of thé 'abovē-mnentienēd cases as 
examples of qualitatively inferior pléastire:: Truly: speaking, MiH-as 
än- embodied’ human beiiig-‘can’ never undermine "value ofithe 
pleasure of hunger satisfaction by another‘embodied: human :being. 
In these cases: what would be’ qualitatively’ inferion for him: is.the 
pleasure of eating like a* glutton -depriving others*:and':taking 
‘pleasute in. illegitimate:physical indulgence: etc.Mill is. right‘in: his 
‘perspective! Undeniably, an individual, who is constantly indulging 
-himself:in the'pursuit.of' his selfish pleasure; cannot, contribute to 
ithe. well-being :of: the society by affecting. his: inner well-being. If 
iMill,:cčonsiders<pleasure, of; reading :poetrypiņ itself as valuable 
sirrespective:of: its; contribution; to the ,inner.,well- ijas he would 
fail.to~be,designated as „a«ptilitarian., ,; Krogi 22573 ‘ 


1 kn t . ॥ 
ar i nly “6 a 8 teu ২111 K চা 
4 fan E 


“Conichišion” ! pēta ০০ 
AT io 


To čorieltidē; (dr Mili, ‘the 1410 of factors: Tinapi yakeni), 
causing pleasurable’ experience ‘has’ no! 'neééssary ‘connection ‘with 
"plētis suie S quality: “What actually’ makes “a ‘pleasure’ qualitatively 
"Sulpetion 8 haw it it ‘has ‘been experienced,” conšidērūtēty or inconsi- 
8251: By” Saying ~“considerately”,' here, we want to’ mean taking 
‘into’ cdnsidération one’ st inner well-being’ as’ wéll“ ‘ds ‘social well- 
“being.” Milhas- emphasized upon reflective enjoyment of'pleasure 
„because primarily being a utilitarian, the greatest*utility'of: the 
greatest.number: has"always:.been.his "chief.concern;.He ‘has tried 
ito provide:an account of his:utilitarianism:by assigning pleasure a 
place so central to its tenet because he. -has. been under the 
impression that the, greatest. good can be achieved ek by, neglecting 
‘people’ s natural desire ( i.e., desire for pleasure), bu ut by i improving 
„upon it it., Mill, as a utilitarian, has not been in favour of enjoying 
oy Kind of pleasure’ that lias the ‘possibility of endangering: social 
velfare. . He,’ thinks, ‘that’ ‘only when pleasures’ ūre 81996. Kčeping 
| ‘ini View ‘one’ $ iiēr well-being as well! as “well: "being! of othērs, "the 
12৩০৮ 8201 can bē attained and 1 only such pleašutes” can’ blaim 


রি ta "gut 
“to have qualitative’ superiority: 500 তল oT গজ 
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Book Review art tu 


v- -Korab-Karpowicz, ‘Tractatus Politico-Philosophicus; ISBN 978° 83- 
(64408-9844, Kety'2015, Wydawnictwo; Martek Derewiecki: PR 239. 


The book under review is one of thē most distinguishing, titles 
in socio-political philosophy that I have read in Jast, few years. 
The book is bi-lingual—English and Polish. My concern here is 
limited to the English, version of t the book. iti is unique, ‘like Ludwig 
Wittgenstein’ s „Tractatis:. Logico- ‘Philosophicus, in, its; style of 
representation ‘of, politico-phiļosopķie , thoughts: in, „aphoristic 
method with ts in continuation of a particular t theme: numbering 
the primary, statement. izt 25438 tt kadi আর 
«An aphorism is.ā concise:and.unambiguous presentation:of the 
essence of the arguments on a topic. It simultaneously déals with 
all possible aspects of the question on the one hand’ and remains 
devoid of repetition and defect on the other hand. Like”an aphoristic 
treatise of classical Indian Philosophy (Nydya-siitra, aphorisms on 
Logic of Gautama) Korab-Karpowicz develops his systematic 
analysis and clarifications step by step, in the light of his experience 
of the history and ideas, focussing on the multi-faced implications 
of the primary statement. 


The Latin word ‘tractatus’ means ‘dealing with a problem/ 
treatment/treatment method’. It is used in titles of some classical 
European works of philosophy, such*as Tractatus theologico- 
philosophicus of Spinoza or Tractatus logico-philosophicus of 
Wittgenstein. It is often translated as ‘treatise’. Wittgenstein begins 
his Tractatus with a deterministic logical framework of the world 
limited to a set of facts and ends it with a mystical note. Unlike 
Wittgenstein, Korab-Karpowicz’s Tractatus is motivated by the 
search for truth and therefore it is an open invitation to cooperation. 
According to Wittgenstein, the truth of thoughts communicated in 
his Tractatus is unassailable and definitive in character. This seems 
to be a dominant positional features of the early 20th century 
modem thinking. On the contrary, Korab-Karpowicz has clearly 
stated that the truth communicated in his book Tractatus is not 
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unassailable and definitive: ‘He pleads- foran independent and 
rational thinking! about’ politics and other related issues that are 
necessary for humanity. For Kordb-Karpowicz,-the ‘promoting: of 
philosophical! thinking’ in the- public ‘domain is’ nécessary ‘for 
overcoming: many maladies from'whicli'hūmanity'at large has been 
suffering. Unlike "Wittgenstein's. Tractatus, which proposes: to 
remove. values from. the world of facts and.as such philosophical 
reflection cannot have -meaningful,statements about a good life, 
Korab-Karpowicz’s: Tractatus is'a way.of philosophical reflection 
on politics and the good life..As we are living in an interdependent 
world,-which is primarily,a world of values created by us, we cannot 
aspire, for a, happy society. unless our, political thinking and action 
are guided .by values. The greatest value-in socio-political life is 
cooperation. It: is integrally connected with freedom. 
“'Korab-Karpowicz has’ ten .primary propositions leading to 
advocate: a’ political philosophy based on values--freedom and 
cooperation—for a world free from violence and positive toward 
happiness. Politics as a-social organization cannot provide good 
governance if it is an institution devoid of values and remains as a 
struggle for power. It is the practice of virtue that makes our society 
civilized ‘and ‘for an excellent society a sense of cooperation and 
sharing community is necessary. He -classifies greed, selfishness, 
jealousy, etc. as evils that characterises wicked individuals. I do not 
see’ any reason to ‘disagree with him. But he is likely to be not 
interested to elaborate haw to eradicate such evils and to cultivate 
positive virtues. Without this methodological elaboration, Korab- 
Karpowicz’s thesis, I fear, may not have ‘much appeal. Value 
education of people. through schools and colleges in addition to 
family.as-a primary institutions help us to train our future generation 
gradually in positive attitudes and that can provide the inspiring and 
optimistic tools for the proposed Ideal society. 
Korab-Karpowicz's' second’ proposition deals with unalterable 
human nature. He argues against gender discrimination and male- 
dominated -and power-oriented political philosophy. He relates 
truth and beauty to a person’s search for truth with réason. Mere 
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rationality, without:moral concern makes people vielent:and society 
unhappy. -He considers virtue and vice.as positive and negative 
qualities. respectively. - Virtues. like: industry, .honesty,. sympathy, 
coprage,. etc. are positive qualities: that strengthen. .us:: morally, 
intellectually. and: .-spiritually:," They promotes positive, attitudes 
towards. others: ;There.is no .disagreement: about, this.’ 

But how!do 'we:take the initiative towards the: cultivation-of this 
attitude in 4 world full of the denial of justice to a larger section of 
people who-arerdeprived:of wealth? It is true that**wičked' people 
are individiials who harm others and use lies; deception, and bribery 
to ‘achieve their: malicious, socially harmful goals’ (p' 24). Kordb- 
Karpowicz does-not consider this as the trué nature of: human being: 
He‘is very:hūmble'to' admit that ‘only'by one’s single effort’ without 
others’ cooperation: no 19210170059 in''society towards:'positive 
direction. is possible”. Next he:deals. with civilization and: culture. 
He: refers .to:India,: China and, Arab philosophers” contribution. in 
introducing, the-role of. virtue in politics. apart from the Greeks and 
early Christian philosophers. .To-him, ‘a good state‘ is-a just state’ 
(p 46). The-future of a-state depends upon,the morals and. education 
of its members in: values. He is critical about the. power-centred 
Western culture of modernity, and proposes the traditional; virtue» 
based culture. of the West and the pluralistic culture. ofthe East as 
better alternatives. As an-example of higher moral values, he speaks 
of conīpassion; that ‘transcends justice and is at the,same time its 
complement’ (p 82).:As a-consequence of modernity, in the political 
sphere, traditional values like family etc. are-under annihilation and 
this invites ‘the self-destruction of society. |. . . œ>, gēl 

Korab-Karpowicz speaks dgainst militarism, religious fanati- 
cism, perverted sex and excēssive wealth for'ā good human society. 
In ‘fact, the author is best in ‘his analysis in aphorisms 4-6 with 
elaborate sections and-subsections in: preparing the strong ground 
for the aphorism 7 where, unlike Wittgenstein, Korab-Karpowicz 
claims that ‘the world is the totality of values, rather than the totality 
of facts’ (p 146)..So.he suggests that “ethics «and politics can be 
expressed and put into practice’ (ibid). It is difficult to disagree with 
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him here. His analysis contains novelty as a philosophical.dpproach.. 
supported by examples of recent world history. .Korab-Karpowicz 
tries to, answer: „Wittgensteinian., moral; scepticism, from, practical 
point of view, There.may.be room for disagreement, but one, cannot , 
deny, that, his „arguments. are innovative- and progressive. in the. 
context of international, problems, of today, ja, tats ov: 
‘Why-are values ‘important in: human life? Without, them a society., 
will be.a corrupt one: For example;.“In a morally healthy.:society;, 
one’ gains political power;. ds well as fame and glory, through , 
serving society by deeds and wisdom;:iņ a morally. corrupted: one, 
by providing benefits to: provide individuals—that .is;. through. 
corruption’ (p 116). But how: to: overcome: this: situation? :How.to.. 
reach a good 3০০19, The author is.not Sufficiently elaborate here. 
The author is right i in his postulation that freedom and cooperation 
are two. essential ‘conditions to be fulfilled for a successful 
democracy. There is no alternative to a successful democracy for 
peace and sustainable development. This does not mean that the 
author is against the use of rationality in politics. He only cautions 
us about. its exclusivity. He concludes this important treatise with! 
the recognition of religious tolerance and of the logic of religious 
pluralism. He rightly observes. that ‘the struggle. between religions 
or between:sects of the same religion’ misses spirituality; the very 
essence of religion. (p: 158; 7.63): His argument ‘God is one, Truth, 
is one, and one is Perfection, but there are many roads to God, 
Truth, and Perfection’ reminds us the philosophical works of John 
Hick in the West and Swami Vivekananda in the East. Every 
country should guarantee this for fruitful international relations, 
as well as for peaceful human existence. A hope for a just society 
is just a utopia without people of any particular society themselves 
being righteous. Again, for a right understanding of a society, we 
need to understand our time and socio-cultural context. Sometimes 
we need to be flexible instead of being fixed on certain rigid 
dogma. War cannot be the solution to our problems today. We 
should resolve our problems by recognizing the value of freedom 
and cooperation. We need to speak not about others, but with 
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others: This'is:onerofvthe inward messages: that: Korab-Karpowicz.: 
seemīs.-toconvey«byvimplicātion: clot it sultans ef gm cn, 

"This book is 21070905201 for ‘people’ who do not want to'settle’ 
for ‘éonventional ‘i ātiswers to “the problems: thatbother us in‘ the. 
socio-political spliere' of hūmtri"ēxistēūče: Tt-is' equally’ important’ 
for academicians, political’ ‘activists andlovers'6f-huiman dignity. ' 
Korab-Karpowicz has‘ boldly. gone:to the heart.ofrout concern and 
opened-up'contēmporary discourse’ to an'exciting possibility.-I do. 
not know of.āņother recent. treatise that, does this; with examples 
and materials frorn; contemporary. history.:This-book fulfils a long- 
standing. gap lin political: মিরাজ দত Tany of.: pur «and 


binding of. :the. pa are: also. excellent... i: allot atte, a 
ba RS | Rie by, ‘Professor Dilipkumar' ‘Mohanta. 
41 ০১০৪ Y iT Noe 1: : * čūktmphi1E gmail com> 
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